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THE EFFECT OF STUDY ABROAD ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF INTERCULTURAL 
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School of Education 
 
This dissertation examined the effect of year-long study abroad program on the 
development of intercultural sensitivity among the Mainland Chinese high school students. 
The sample consisted of 50 study abroad participants and 50 students on home campus. The 
instrument Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) was employed to assess the 
intercultural sensitivity level of Mainland Chinese students before and after study abroad 
experience.   
The paired samples t-test results reveal that study abroad students did not make 
statistically significant gains in the overall intercultural sensitivity through participation in the 
year-long study abroad program. Although there were statistically significant differences in 
the posttest ethnorelative scales between study abroad students and students on the home
 campus, the study abroad students did not make significantly greater progress in their overall 
intercultural sensitivity between the pretest and posttest than the comparison group. The 
regression results indicated that the independent variable of total amount of previous 
intercultural experience significantly contributed to the development of intercultural 
sensitivity. 
On average, study abroad students participants were in the stage of Minimization as 
measured by IDI prior to study abroad and remained at the same stage by the conclusion of 
the study abroad experience. The findings imply that the study abroad program needs to 
provide support to increase students‘ skills and sensitivity so that they can deal effectively 
with cultural differences
  1 
CHAPTER 1. OVERVIEW 
 
With the fast domestic economic growth, China has witnessed an increasing number 
of students studying abroad. China ranks first among the world countries in terms of the 
number of students studying abroad (Maslen, 2007).  
According to the Chinese Ministry of Education statistics, each year over 25,000 
Chinese students leave China and enter foreign schools. In total, there were 1.3915 million 
Chinese students studying abroad between 1978 and 2008 (People‘s Daily, 2009). Between 
the academic year 2009 and 2010, a total of 229,300 were studying abroad, up 30% from the 
previous year (People‘s Daily, 2011). It is worth noting that the number of study abroad 
students has been increasing at faster rate since 2002. Xinhua News Agency (2007) reported 
that over 100,000 Chinese have studied abroad annually since 2002. The number of students 
pursuing study abroad after 2000 made up more than 70% of the total number of Chinese 
students who studied abroad in the last two decades. It is expected that the number will hit 
550,000 to 600,000 by 2014 (People‘s Daily, 2011).  
As Vande Berg (2003) states, our focus needs to move away from the 
―over-preoccupation‖ with the numbers of study abroad students to ―the design, delivery and 
evaluation of quality educational experiences abroad‖ (p. 24). Williams (2005) asserts that if 
there is no empirical evidence of values and outcomes, study abroad experience would be 
short of the credence provided by other educational program. Williams contends that it is
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more significant to assess the outcomes of study abroad in light of skills required for being 
successful in today‘s world.  
Today‘s world continues to change into a political, economical, and environmentally 
interconnected web through global transportation, communication, commerce, and migration 
(Olson & Kroeger, 2001). With the trend toward globalization, it has become commonplace 
for people to move from one country and culture to another (Lustig & Koester, 1996). The 
need to develop competence in managing intercultural differences is growing. Hence, 
institutions seek various ways to develop students‘ skills needed for competing in the global 
market whether through study abroad program or extracurricular activities (Deardorff, 2008).  
According to Pederson (1997), intercultural sensitivity belongs to the broader domain 
of intercultural communication (i.e., the appropriateness and effectiveness of a 
communication exchange between people from different cultures). Medina-López-Portillo 
(2004) made a distinction between intercultural sensitivity and intercultural competence. 
Medina-López-Portillo states that the two terms are like ―two sides of the same coin‖ (p. 180) 
even though they are not interchangeable. Medina-López-Portillo defines intercultural 
competence as the external behaviors manifested by people in a foreign culture context, while 
intercultural sensitivity is defined as the developmental process dictating the extent of a 
person‘s psychological ability to cope with cultural differences. Hammer, Bennett, and 
Wiseman (2003) distinguish the term ―intercultural sensitivity‖ from ―intercultural 
competence‖ as follows: Intercultural sensitivity refers to ―the ability to discriminate and 
experience relevant cultural differences‖ whereas intercultural competence refers to ―the 
ability to think and act in interculturally appropriate ways‖ (p. 422). The increasing levels of 
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intercultural sensitivity have the potential to increase the degree of proficiency in intercultural 
competence (Bennett, 2004).  
Deardorff (2008) argued that intercultural competence development was essential to 
study abroad experience. A great number of studies and articles have discussed the centrality 
of intercultural competence to study abroad. Also, more and more studies are focusing on the 
outcomes of the study abroad experience and ways to help students develop intercultural 
competence (Hoff, 2008). Hoff noted that the majority of those study abroad outcome studies 
centered on the impact of the study abroad experience on the growth of intercultural 
sensitivity in study abroad students.  
Spitzberg (1991) claimed that the development of intercultural sensitivity had the 
potential to improve the intercultural competence of a young person. Additionally, Spitzberg 
stated that the development of intercultural sensitivity enabled a person to perceive effective 
and appropriate behavior in a given context. Paige (1993) noted that the intercultural 
sensitivity of an individual was developmental in nature, changing over time. Paige asserted 
that education played a significant role in the development of an individual‘s intercultural 
sensitivity. 
    Given the fast growing number of Mainland Chinese students studying abroad, 
assessment of intercultural learning outcomes is assuming importance. However, searching 
the database of ―Chinese students and intercultural competence,‖ the author found limited 
research conducted with Chinese high school students‘ intercultural competence. Most of the 
studies focused on the problems and difficulties that overseas higher education Chinese 
students encountered in the context of classroom and academic settings (Holmes, 2005; Liu, 
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2002; Liu, 2007; Sun & Chen, 1999; Xiao & Petraki, 2007). Some studies examined the 
study abroad experience of Chinese university students from Hong Kong (Jackson, 2008; 
Yang, Webster, & Prosser, 2011). No study was conducted to examine the intercultural 
sensitivity of the high school students from Mainland China. In order to gain a deeper 
understanding of the scope of intercultural sensitivity among Chinese students, there is a need 
to seek the empirical evidence to justify the efforts in providing study abroad program.   
Statement of the Problem 
In reviewing the research on intercultural competency, the key term of intercultural 
sensitivity recurs. Numerous studies focus on that dimension (Altshuler, Sussman, & Kachur, 
2003; Anderson, Lawton, Rexeisen, & Hubbard, 2006; Greenholtz, 2005; Olson & Kroeger, 
2001; Patterson, 2006; Pederson, 1997; Straffon, 2003; Williams, 2005). Paige (2003) stated 
that it had been a key issue to measure intercultural sensitivity in the intercultural field 
recently.  
Many researchers stress the important role of intercultural sensitivity in intercultural 
interactions. Bhawuk and Brislin (1992) suggested that people must be ―sensitive enough to 
notice the cultural differences, and then also be willing to modify their behavior as an 
indication of respect for the people of other cultures‖ (p. 416) in order to be effective in 
intercultural interactions. Similarly, Greenholtz (2000) maintained that intercultural 
sensitivity was vital for people to succeed in intercultural endeavors. Ting-Toomey (1999) 
identified intercultural sensitivity as one of two basic elements to effective intercultural 
interactions. Landis and Bhagat (1996) asserted that intercultural sensitivity played an 
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important role in enabling people to live and work with others from diverse cultural 
backgrounds.  
Bennett (1986, 1993) developed a framework to conceptualize intercultural sensitivity 
that he named the Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS). DMIS 
constitutes a progression of worldview orientations toward cultural difference, explaining 
how people construe cultural difference. According to Bennett, there are six stages of 
intercultural sensitivity spread across the continuum from three ethnocentric stages (Denial, 
Defense, and Minimization) to three ethnorelative stages (Acceptance, Adaptation, and 
Integration). 
Based on this theoretical framework, Hammer and Bennett (1998) developed the 
Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) to assess the worldview orientations toward 
cultural differences described in the DMIS. IDI is a 50-item instrument assessing intercultural 
sensitivity with high reliability and validity.     
According to Hammer and Bennett (1998), most other tests of intercultural competence 
are criterion-referenced because they assess how close the respondent matches a set of 
characteristics or behaviors that are regarded as being related to intercultural competence. 
There is difficulty in establishing reliability and validity for such tests. Hammer and Bennett 
note that IDI is a theory-based test which can meet the standard scientific criteria for a valid 
psychometric instrument. Moreover, the IDI assesses cognitive structure instead of attitudes, 
which means that the instrument is not easily affected by situational factors, and that it is 
more generalizable than other tests (Hammer & Bennett, 1998).  
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Intercultural sensitivity is an important construct in intercultural study (Blue, Kapoor, & 
Comadena, 1996). Research on intercultural competence and intercultural sensitivity has 
mainly focused on western populations. Scant attention has been paid to the measure of this 
construct in the body of Mainland Chinese students participating in study abroad programs. 
To date, little is known about the scope of intercultural sensitivity among Mainland Chinese 
high school students. To generate a research-based knowledge as well as seek empirical 
evidence, this study employed IDI to examine the effect of study abroad experience on the 
growth of intercultural sensitivity in Mainland Chinese high school students.    
Rationale for Study of Problem 
Bhawuk and Brislin (1992) hypothesize that intercultural sensitivity, as an 
individual‘s reaction to people from other cultures, is a predictor of that individual‘s ability to 
work successfully with those people and live successful in that culture. They assert that a 
person‘s intercultural sensitivity develops and changes over time with personal experience 
and training. 
A large body of literature discusses what intercultural sensitivity means and how to 
measure it (Bennett, 1986, 1993; Deardorff, 2008; Paige, 1993; Spitzberg, 1991). As Paige 
(2003) stated, it has been a key issue to assess intercultural sensitivity in the intercultural field 
recently.  
To date, scant attention has been paid to the development of intercultural sensitivity in 
study abroad Chinese students. Given the rise in the overall number of study abroad Chinese 
students, there is a need to focus on the learning outcomes of the study abroad experience and 
its assessment.  
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Statement of Purpose 
Intercultural sensitivity, as an important construct in intercultural studies, can 
predetermine a person‘s ability to live and work successfully in a different culture. Therefore, 
the purpose of this study was to assess the effect of study abroad experience on the growth of 
intercultural sensitivity in Mainland Chinese high school students.   
This study examined the intercultural sensitivity levels measured by IDI in the sample 
of Mainland Chinese high school students who participated in the study abroad program. It 
measured ICS levels of Chinese high school students before the departure for destinations as 
well as after the year-long study abroad program.  
This study also aimed to investigate whether the study abroad experience was 
positively related with intercultural sensitivity. This study surveyed high school Chinese 
students to determine if there was a relationship between the gains of intercultural sensitivity 
and study abroad program. Moreover, the study assessed if there were any significant 
differences in the growth of intercultural sensitivity by gender, race/ethnicity, age, previous 
intercultural experience, and family cultural background. 
Theoretical Framework 
Bennett (1986, 1993) developed the DMIS to conceptualize intercultural sensitivity 
and competence as well as to explain how people construe cultural difference. Bennett‘s 
DMIS was created with a grounded theory approach, borrowing the concepts from cognitive 
psychology and constructivism.   
According to the constructive view, all experiences are constructed including those of 
an intercultural nature. It holds that experience of events is built up through templates, or set 
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of categories employed by people to organize the perception of phenomena instead of 
perceiving events directly (Bennett, 2004). Bennett gave an example to illustrate that concept, 
stating that an American person happening to be in the vicinity of a Japanese event cannot 
have anything like a Japanese experience of that event without any Japanese categories to 
construct that experience. Rather, that person will have to use only his/her own culture as the 
basis for perceiving events. That means he/she will have an ethnocentric experience. 
The DMIS assumes that people can be ―more or less sensitive to cultural difference‖ 
(Bennett, 2004. p. 73). According to Bennett, this concept is borrowed from the constructivist 
idea of cognitive complexity. It holds that the more cognitively complex people are, the more 
able they are to arrange their perceptions of events into different categories. To put it another 
way, it is very possible for more cognitively complex people to make finer differentiation 
among phenomena in a given domain. Bennett (2004) provided an example that a wine 
connoisseur can better taste the difference between two vintages of the same variety of red 
wine whereas a lay drinker can only distinguish red wine from white wine. He stated that, 
likewise, the more interculturally sensitive people have a more differentiated set of categories 
to make discriminations among cultures. People‘s perceptions will become more 
interculturally sensitive if their categories for cultural difference become ―more complex and 
sophisticated‖ (Bennett, 2004, p. 73). 
Another underlying assumption of DMIS is that more intercultural sensitivity can 
have the potential for increased intercultural competence (Bennett, 2004). According to 
Bennett, studies in communicative constructivism suggest that the more cognitively complex 
people are ―more able to be person-centered and perspective-taking in communicating‖  
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(p. 73). Successful interpersonal communication is characterized by these two qualities. 
Similarly, successful intercultural communication involves ―being able to see a culturally 
different person as equally complex to one‘s self [person-centered] and being able to take a 
culturally different perspective‖ (p. 73). Therefore, as one experiences cultural difference 
more complexly and sophisticatedly, one‘s potential for intercultural competence increases. 
Experiential constructivism, another dimension of constructivism, is used by the 
DMIS to model a mechanism of intercultural adaptation (Bennett, 2004). This dimension 
deals with how people co-create their experience ―through corporal, linguistic, and emotional 
interaction with natural and human [including conceptual] environments‖ (p. 74). The ability 
to experience an alternative culture is the core to intercultural adaptation according to Bennett. 
People cannot discriminate the difference between their own perception and that of people 
from different cultures if they live in monocultural socialization with access to only their own 
cultural worldview (Bennett, 2004). According to Bennett, the development of intercultural 
sensitivity is able to explain how we develop the ability to create an alternative experience 
approximating that of people from another culture. If an individual can do this, he/she 
possesses an intercultural worldview. 
The DMIS assumes that experience with cultural difference causes pressure for 
change in an individual‘s worldview. This can be due to one‘s ethnocentric worldview which 
is enough to handle relations within one‘s own culture, but insufficient to deal with the task 
of building and maintaining cross-cultural relations (Bennett, 2004). Since the need for 
intercultural interactions exists, the pressure is generated to increase competence in 
intercultural interactions.  
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     Bennett (2004) states that intercultural encounters need to solve new and more 
sophisticated issues engendered by each change in their worldview structures. Furthermore, 
the next orientation emerges after solving the relevant issues. Bennett notes that movement 
may not be completed and ―one‘s experience of difference diffused across more than 
worldview‖ because the issue may not be completely solved (p. 74). Nevertheless, Bennett 
claims that individuals do not usually retreat from more complex to less complex experiences 
with cultural difference. 
Bennett (2004) holds that a particular worldview structure is indicated by each 
orientation of the DMIS that not only accounts for cognition, affect, or behavior but also 
describes how the assumed underlying worldview moves from an enthnocentric to an 
ethnorelative stage. Moreover, the greater intercultural sensitivity has the potential for more 
intercultural competence. Bennett states that changes in knowledge, attitudes, or skills reflect 
changes in the underlying worldview. Therefore, Bennett (2004) suggests that the 
intercultural competence training program should focus on changing worldview instead of 
increasing ―any particular knowledge, any particular attitude change or any particular skill 
acquisition‖ (p. 75).  
Significance of the Study 
The distinction made by Bennett is important for assessing the impact of study abroad 
programs on students. This study aimed to examine the change in worldview orientation on 
the DMIS; that is, the development of intercultural sensitivity in Mainland Chinese high 
school students who participated in study abroad program. A study of this nature is important 
because intercultural sensitivity can be an indicator of a person‘s intercultural competence. 
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Furthermore, research in intercultural studies has posited the significance of intercultural 
competence in intercultural interactions.  
This study is needed because it can contribute to a better understanding of Mainland 
Chinese students who study abroad. No prior research has described how Mainland Chinese 
students develop their intercultural competence by participating in study abroad program. 
Most studies examined the problems and difficulties that overseas Chinese students 
encountered in the context of classroom. A few studies focused only on the study abroad 
experiences of Hong Kong Chinese students. Additionally, this study can generate a 
research-based knowledge about the characteristics of Chinese high school students studying 
abroad because previous research has not documented that group of student body. Most 
studies focused on overseas Chinese students at institutions of higher education.  
The number of Chinese study abroad students has been rapidly increasing. The 
demonstrated benefits of study abroad experiences have not been carefully researched with 
regard to Mainland Chinese high school students. No empirical data exist regarding the gains 
of intercultural sensitivity of Mainland Chinese study abroad students. Hence, this study is 
necessary to examine the effect of study abroad experiences on improving the intercultural 
sensitivity of Mainland Chinese high school students.  
Literature Background 
In order to provide clarity of context for this study of intercultural sensitivity with 
regard to Mainland Chinese high school students, it is appropriate to examine the research 
instrument that is widely employed to assess ICS. It also needs to review the studies using 
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IDI to measure ICS. The research pertaining to the intercultural competency of Chinese 
students warrants careful examination too.  
An increased amount of attention has been paid to assessment of intercultural 
competence as a learning outcome of study aboard experience recently (Bolen, 2007). Hoff 
(2008) stated that most of study abroad outcomes studies focused on measuring the effect of 
the study abroad experience on the growth of intercultural sensitivity in students studying 
abroad. Intercultural sensitivity is regarded by many researchers (Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992; 
Greenholtz, 2000; Landis & Bhagat, 1996; Ting-Toomey, 1999) as critical for successful 
intercultural interactions. Bennett (2004) contends that greater intercultural sensitivity has the 
potential to increase intercultural competency. 
Bennett (1986, 1993) developed a framework to conceptualize intercultural sensitivity. 
It is called Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) which can explain how 
people respond to cultural difference. According to Bennet, six stages of intercultural 
sensitivity spread across the continuum from three ethnocentric stages (Denial, Defense, and 
Minimization) to three ethnorelative stages (Acceptance, Adaptation, and Integration). Based 
on this theoretical framework, Hammer and Bennett (1998) developed the Intercultural 
Development Inventory (IDI) to assess the worldview orientations toward cultural differences 
described in the DMIS.  
Since the advent of IDI, it has been extensively employed by researchers to assess the 
development of intercultural sensitivity. Some researchers (e.g., Greenholtz, 2005; Paige, 
Jacobs-Cassuto, Yershova, & DeJaeghere, 2003) focused on examining the validity of IDI. 
Other researchers (Anderson, et al., 2006; Hammer, 2005; Straffon, 2003) used IDI to assess 
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the level of intercultural sensitivity of high school students attending an international school 
or participating in study abroad program. Also, the intercultural sensitivity of college 
American students who studied abroad was investigated in comparison to nonstudy abroad 
students (Patterson, 2006; Pedersen, 2010). Hammer (2005) designed and conducted a 3-year 
independent research study to assess the intercultural sensitivity of American Field Service 
(AFS) students. However, it needs to be noted that AFS students from mainland China were 
not chosen to participate in this study.  
The studies of Chinese students‘ intercultural communication (Holmes, 2005; Liu, 2002; 
Sun & Chen, 1999; Xiao & Petraki, 2007) were mostly conducted in the context of the 
classroom. These studies focused on different areas. According to Xiao and Petraki (2007), 
some studies examined the problems and difficulties that Chinese students encountered in 
classroom interactions and academic settings; other studies compared the cultural differences 
between Chinese students and students from the host country. A few studies (e.g., Jackson, 
2008; Yang et al., 2011) focused on the study abroad experience of Hong Kong Chinese 
university students.  
Indeed, these studies contribute a lot to our understanding of Chinese students‘ 
intercultural communication situation. However, these studies disclose little existing 
theoretical and empirical evidence regarding the relationship between the study abroad 
experience and the development of intercultural competence among Mainland Chinese high 
school students. Moreover, scant attention has ever been paid to the gains of ICS in Mainland 
Chinese high school students through study abroad programs. The real impact of the study 
abroad experience on the development of intercultural competence remains unknown with 
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regard to Mainland Chinese high school students to date. Therefore, there is a need to explore 
how the study abroad experience impacts the intercultural sensitivity of Mainland Chinese 
high school students. 
Research Questions 
This study employed IDI v.3 to assess the intercultural sensitivity of Mainland 
Chinese high school students who participated in study abroad program. The following 
questions guided this study:  
1. How much do Chinese high school students change in the intercultural 
sensitivity measured by IDI v.3 (Intercultural Development Inventory) (Hammer, 
2007) through year-long study abroad program? 
2. Is there a difference in the gains of intercultural sensitivity between study abroad 
students and students on home campus? 
3. Are there any differences in the growth of intercultural sensitivity by 
race/ethnicity, gender, age, previous intercultural experience, and family cultural 
background? 
Methodology 
This study was quasi-experimental because the participants were neither chosen at 
random nor assigned randomly to experimental/control group. The participants in the study 
consisted of 50 study abroad students and 50 students who studied on home campus. Students 
ranged in age from 15-17 years. The IDI was used to collect predeparture and postprogram 
data. Additionally, the study employed pre and posttests to measure changes in the 
intercultural sensitivity of study abroad students. The same pretest and posttest were also 
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used to assess changes that might have occurred with students who took classes only on home 
campus.   
Paired samples t-test was run to determine whether there were significant differences 
in the pre-post test IDI scores for the study abroad group. Comparison between study abroad 
students and comparison group students was made to examine the relationship of a study 
abroad program and the gains of intercultural sensitivity. Since there was a significant 
difference in the pretest scale score for Similarity Cluster (p﹤.05) between study abroad 
participants and comparison group students, one way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was 
employed to analyze the data and the pretest scores were used as covariate. Regression 
analysis was conducted to investigate whether there were any significant differences in the 
growth of intercultural sensitivity by gender, age, family cultural background, and total 
amount of previous intercultural experience. 
Summary 
With the trend toward globalization, the need to develop competence in managing 
intercultural differences is growing. To meet the challenge derived from the globalization, 
institutions create study abroad program to develop students‘ skills needed for competing in 
the global market. China also witnesses an increasing number of students studying abroad 
with the fast domestic economic growth. A lot of Mainland Chinese high school students 
participate in study abroad programs to develop their intercultural competence. 
A large body of literature discussed the centrality of intercultural sensitivity in 
intercultural field studies. Many researchers hold that the intercultural sensitivity is a 
predictor of a person‘s ability to live and work successfully in different cultures. However, 
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scant attention has been paid to the development of intercultural sensitivity among study 
abroad Mainland Chinese high school students to date. Given the rise in the overall number 
of study abroad Chinese students, there is a need to focus on the learning outcomes of the 
study abroad experience and its assessment. The second chapter will provide a literature 
review concerning the instrument used to measure intercultural sensitivity as well the studies 
focusing on the intercultural sensitivity.
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
The purpose of the study was to examine the effect of study abroad programs on 
improving the intercultural sensitivity of Mainland Chinese high school students. An 
extensive review of literature pertaining to this study will be presented in this chapter. First, 
the author reviews the importance of intercultural sensitivity. Next, the framework of the 
Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) (Bennett, 1986, 1993) is presented 
to gain a better sense of how the intercultural sensitivity is conceptualized. Then, there is a 
brief overview of the instrument used to assess intercultural sensitivity; that is, the 
Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) developed by Hammer and Bennett (1998). There 
is a broad overview of how studies employ IDI to assess intercultural sensitivity. The chapter 
concludes with the review of studies on intercultural communication of Chinese students. 
The Importance of Intercultural Sensitivity 
In reviewing research regarding intercultural communication, the key term of 
intercultural sensitivity recurs. A large body of research discusses its important role in 
intercultural interaction. Intercultural sensitivity is regarded as an important construct in the 
intercultural field (Blue et al., 1996).  
Bhawuk and Brislin (1992) define intercultural sensitivity as ―a sensitivity to the 
importance of cultural differences and to the points of view of people in other cultures‖  
(p. 414). Hammer et al. (2003) refer to intercultural sensitivity as ―the ability to discriminate
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and experience relevant cultural differences‖ and define intercultural competence as ―the 
ability to think and act in interculturally appropriate ways‖ (p. 422). They argue that the 
increasing levels of intercultural sensitivity have the potential to increase the degree of 
proficiency in intercultural competence. This study adopted Bennett‘s definition of 
intercultural sensitivity as ―the construction of reality as increasingly capable of 
accommodating cultural difference that constitutes development‖ (1993, p.24).  
The importance of intercultural sensitivity is widely acknowledged. Bhawuk and 
Brislin (1992) view it as a predictor of a person‘s ability to live and work successfully in a 
different culture. Bhawuk and Brislin suggest that, in order to be successful in another culture, 
people must be interested in other cultures, be sensitive enough to discern cultural differences 
as well as be willing to adapt their behaviors to show respect for the people in other cultures. 
Similarly, Landis and Bhagat (1996) claim that intercultural sensitivity plays a crucial role in 
enabling people to live and work with others from diverse cultural backgrounds. Spitzberg 
(1991) contends that the development of intercultural sensitivity has the potential to improve 
the intercultural competence of a young person. Hammer et al. (2003) assert that ―the crux of 
the development of intercultural sensitivity is attaining the ability to construe and thus to 
experience cultural difference in more complex ways‖ (p. 423). Furthermore, Bennett (1993) 
argues that people can develop this ability through experience.  
Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity 
Bennett (1986, 1993) developed a model of intercultural sensitivity to conceptualize 
intercultural sensitivity as well as to explain how people react to cultural difference. The 
underlying assumption of the model is that as an individual‘s experience of cultural 
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difference becomes more sophisticated, the individual becomes more able to recognize and 
adopt cultural views other than his/her own, and his/her competence in intercultural 
interactions becomes greater.   
Bennett‘s (1986, 1993) model also posits that intercultural understanding is learned 
instead of innate, and that people and cultures are dynamic and highly differentiated. 
According to Bennett (1993), intercultural competence is based on phenomenological 
knowledge in which people‘s experiences assist them in developing skills for interpreting and 
comprehending intercultural interactions rather than objective knowledge. 
Bennett (1986, 1993) identified six stages of the development of intercultural 
sensitivity. An individual moves through those stages developing from an ethnocentric 
worldview to ethnorelative perspective. Bennett (1993) defined an ethnocentric worldview as 
―assuming that the worldview of one‘s own culture is central to all reality‖ (p. 31). In contrast, 
Bennett gave the definition of ethnorelative perspective as ―cultures can only be understood 
relative to one another and particular behavior can only be understood within a cultural 
context‖ (p. 46). The difference of these two cognitive structures lies in how to understand 
the cultural difference. In the ethnocentric worldview, cultural difference is regarded as a 
threat and one‘s own culture is thought as the basis of one‘s reality, while in the ethnorelative 
orientation cultural difference is perceived as nonthreatening and people can appreciate 
cultural perspectives other than their own. 
Each category is subdivided into stages. In the first three stages (Denial, 
Defense/Reversal, Minimization), an individual demonstrates ethnocentric worldview, 
regarding one‘s own culture as central to reality. In the Stages 4 to 6 (Acceptance, Adaptation, 
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and Integration), a person exhibits ethnorelative orientation, viewing his indigenous culture in 
the context of other cultures and all cultures are appreciated. With the increase in the level of 
intercultural sensitivity and intercultural communication skills, an individual can progress 
through the ethnocentric stages and move toward more ethnorelative stages. Figure 1 shows 
the stages spread across the continuum.  
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Figure 1. The developmental model of intercultural sensitivity.  
Source: Bennett, M. J. (1986). 
The DMIS stages reflect increasing sensitivity to cultural difference. The first stage is 
Denial of Cultural Difference in which individuals regard their own cultures ―as the only real 
one‖ (Bennett, 2004). In this stage, people have little interest in cultural difference, and they 
either do not notice other cultures or construe them in rather vague ways. Bennett gave the 
example that individuals with a denial worldview might not tell the difference between the 
Chinese and Japanese, who are culturally very different.   
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Stage 2 is Defense against Difference. Individuals at ―defense‖ are more adept at 
distinguishing differences (Bennett, 2004). However, these differences are perceived as 
threatening to their sense of reality and hence to their sense of identity (Bennett, 1993). 
Individuals at this stage create specific defenses against these differences in order to preserve 
a sense that their worldview is absolute.  
The stage of defense is subdivided into three subsets: denigration, superiority, and 
reversal. According to Bennett (1986), the denigration of difference is the most common 
form of defense. Negative stereotyping of other cultures is a form of denigration (Bennett, 
2004). Superiority is the second subset of defense. In this stage, people do not disparage other 
groups but exaggerate the positive aspects of their own culture (Bennett, 2004). For example, 
an evolutionary perspective regards cultural difference as an inferior state that needs to be 
overcome for the sake of social development (Bennett, 1993). Bennett stated that many of the 
development policies of the United States Agency for International Development adopted an 
evolutionary perspective. People in the reversal stage maintain that another culture is superior 
to all others due to the long time spent in another culture (Bennett, 1993). They may openly 
denigrate their own culture.   
Minimization of Difference is the third and final ethnocentric stage in Bennett‘s (1986, 
1993) model. In this stage, although cultural differences are recognized, they are perceived to 
be much less important than cultural similarities (Bennett, 1986). Bennett divided this stage 
into two subsets: physical universalism and transcendent universalism. Individuals in the 
stage of physical universalism subordinate cultural differences to biological similarity of 
human beings (Bennett, 2004). Transcendent universalism maintains that all human beings 
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are products of a supernatural being, law, or principle (Bennett, 1993). According to Bennett 
(2004), these ―universal absolutes‖ obscure deep cultural differences, and therefore other 
cultures may be belittled or romanticized at ―minimization‖ (p. 67). 
The last three stages are included in the ethnorelative level. In the ethnorelative state, 
cultural differences are no longer perceived as threatening. An individual seeks cultural 
differences rather than avoid cultural difference. Moreover, his/her own culture is 
experienced in the context of other cultures (Bennett, 2004).  
Stage 4, Acceptance of Difference, is the first ethnorelative stage. Here, the individual 
recognizes, appreciates, and shows respects towards cultural differences. Individuals at this 
stage seek to explore cultural differences and see others as equally human (Bennett, 2004). 
The stage of acceptance marks openness to the differences. Bennett identified two subsets of 
acceptance: respect for behavioral difference and respect for value difference. Individuals at 
the acceptance stage perceive different behaviors (verbal and nonverbal behavior), and regard 
these diverse behaviors as worthy of respect (Bennett, 1993). The second subset, respect for 
value difference, means that people recognize that one‘s own worldview is a relative cultural 
construct (Bennett, 1993). Bennett noted that value difference is a process which might be 
pursued in different ways.  
Stage 5 is Adaptation to Difference in which the person consciously tries to take the 
―outsider‘s‖ perspective. Individuals in the adaptation stage have enhanced skills for relating 
to and communicating with people of other culture (Bennett, 1993). They are more effective 
at interacting with people from other cultures because they can shift their frame of reference. 
The important skill for the adaptation stage is empathy. Bennett (1993) defined it as ―the 
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ability to experience some aspects of reality differently from what is given by one‘s own 
culture‖ (p. 53). Individuals at this stage appreciate the frame of reference of the other culture 
and are able to act accordingly; they are also capable of empathizing with people of the other 
culture (Bennett, 1986). As Bennett (1993) states, at an advanced stage of adaptation, 
individuals are cultural pluralists since they are able to operate within more than one cultural 
frame of reference. However, Bennett (1993) warned that people in adaptation who have 
internalized two or more worldviews may experience ―identity crisis‖ due to conflict between 
the multiple worldviews. Additionally, Bennett (2004) distinguished adaptation from 
assimilation. The concept of assimilation is that you need to ―give up who you were before 
and take on the worldview of your host, or dominant culture‖; whereas the notion of 
adaptation involves expanding ―your repertoire of beliefs and behavior‖ instead of 
substituting ―one set for another‖ (Bennett, 2004, p. 71). Hence, an individual does not need 
to lose his/her primary cultural identity in order to operate successfully in a different cultural 
context. 
    The last and final stage of DMIS is Integration of Difference. A person in this stage has 
internalized more than one cultural worldview, and thus has an identity that can move in and 
out of different cultural frameworks. Bennett (1993) identified two subsets of integration: 
encapsulated marginality and constructive marginality. According to Bennett (2004), in the 
stage of encapsulated marginality, the separation from cultural context is experienced as 
alienation. Bennett stated that the experience of encapsulated marginality might happen to 
nondominant group members who may find themselves caught between their own minority 
ethnic group and the majority ethnic group. Although they are not entirely accepted by the 
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dominant group, their ethnic fellow citizens may see them as betraying to the dominant group 
(Bennett, 2004). The stage of constructive marginality refers to the state in which people are 
able to move in and out of different cultural contexts. As a multicultural person, he/she 
creates his/her own identity at the margins of two or more cultures (Bennett, 1993).  
Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) 
Based on the theoretical framework of DMIS, Hammer and Bennett (1998) developed 
the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) to assess the worldview orientations toward 
cultural differences described in the DMIS. 
According to Hammer (2008), IDI has three distinct versions (v.1, v.2, and v.3). 
Hammer and Bennett (1998) created the IDI items by doing a qualitative interview to elicit 
how respondents perceive their experience of cultural difference. The interview was made up 
of six questions that generated the discussion on the six stages of the DMIS. The 40 
interviewees had diverse experiences and cultural backgrounds. Four raters categorized all 
statements from the initial interviews with an inter-rater reliability of .85-.95 (Spearman‘s 
rho). From over 350 statements yielded in the interview that were related to intercultural 
sensitivity, 239 statements that stand for the six stages and 13 forms of the DMIS were 
examined by four independent raters (with inter-rater reliability greater than 0.66 for stage 
ratings). These statements were evaluated again by seven experts versed in the DMIS. 
Experts deleted items which were not similarly categorized by five of the seven experts. The 
final 145-item inventory was developed by the experts who established the inter-rater 
agreement criterion at larger than 0.60 in order for the item to be selected for the instrument.  
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The 145-item pilot instrument was administered to 226 respondents from diverse 
background in order to corroborate the instrument. The suitability of 145 items in the IDI 
instrument was assessed by performing the within-stage factor analysis. Factor analysis of 
145 items identified six distinct scales that correspond to five of the six DMIS stages (Denial, 
Defense, Minimization, Acceptance, and the two forms of Adaptation). The reliability 
analysis was conducted on each of six scales with a minimum scale reliability criterion at 
0.80. Content validity was set by using actual statements from interviews, together with the 
reliable categorization of these statements by both raters and experts. The construct validity 
was tested by correlating the IDI with the Worldmindedness Scale (Sampson & Smith, 1957) 
and the Intercultural Anxiety Scale, a modified version of the Social Anxiety Scale (Gao & 
Gudykunst, 1990). The analysis suggested that there was a strong positive correlation 
between higher ethnorelativism scores and higher Worldmindedness as well as a strong 
negative correlation between higher ethnorelativism scores and lower Social Anxiety Scale 
scores. At last, the interscale correlational matrix indicated that the scales were related to one 
another as described by the conceptual model.  
Additional pilot tests were conducted with a cultural diverse sample for ensuring item 
clarity. Based on the preliminary research, an initial 60-item Intercultural Developmental 
Inventory was constructed and widely field tested.  
The empirical properties of the 60-item IDI were evaluated by Paige et al. (2003) who 
administered the IDI to 378 subjects in May, 1998 and January, 1999. These subjects were 
composed of foreign language students at the high school as well as college level, college 
students in an intercultural education course, and four college instructors in foreign language. 
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A standard set of psychometric procedures such as factor analysis, reliability and validity 
testing, and social desirability analysis were utilized to analyze the IDI data obtained from the 
final sample of 353.  
Paige et al. (2003) utilized five procedures to examine the IDI. First of all, they 
analyzed all six scales for internal consistency reliability. Then, factor analysis was 
conducted on all 60 items of the IDI to investigate how well a 6-factor structure could 
account for the data. The researchers examined the relationships between IDI scores and a set 
of background variables to determine the predictive validity of the IDI. Moreover, the 
correlation between IDI scores and the Marlowe-Crown Social Desirability Scale (Strahan & 
Gerbasi, 1972) was assessed to determine the potential for a social desirability bias. Finally, 
the researchers set a weighted mean IDI in order to conduct other parts of the analysis. 
According to Paige et al. (2003), the analyses of the internal structure suggest that IDI 
reasonably approximates the theoretical model of intercultural development. The high 
reliability coefficients for individual stages are found as the original IDI validation study 
results indicate. Furthermore, the findings reveal that the stages in the model are well 
explained in the factor structure although the factor analyses provides the significant 
empirical support for the broader two-factor (ethnocentric and ethnorelative) structure of the 
DMIS and the modest empirical support for the 6-factor structure of intercultural sensitivity 
that the IDI aims to assess. Also, the results indicate that the IDI has minimal or no social 
desirability bias. In all, the study provides the empirical evidence to prove that the IDI is a 
reliable instrument. However, the researchers recommend that further research should involve 
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establishing a more stable set of factors and measurement scales for the worldview 
orientations described in the DMIS.  
In 2003, Hammer et al. conducted an additional study with the sample of 591 
respondents who represented diverse backgrounds. The participants responded to both 
original and revised IDI items from the interview statements. Hammer et al. used 
confirmatory factor analysis to examine whether the data gathered from the IDI is consistent 
with the DMIS model. Confirmatory factor analysis indicated that 50 items constituting the 
five dimensions of DMIS obtained coefficient alpha levels of .80 or better: DD 
(Denial/Defense) scale, 13 items, alpha = .85; R (reversal) scale, 9 items, alpha = .80; M 
(minimization) scale, 9 items, alpha = .83; AA (acceptance/adaptation) scale, 14 items, alpha 
= .84; and EM (encapsulated marginality) scale, 5 items, alpha = .80. 
Hammer et al. (2003) noted that the last stage, Integration, was not measured overall. 
One form of Integration, encapsulated marginality, is identified by the IDI research as a 
distinct worldview orientation. However, the other theoretical form of Integration, 
constructive marginality, is not measurable with the IDI research methods employed so far. 
The findings also reveal that there are no significant differences on the IDI scales by gender, 
age, education, or social desirability. On the whole, the testing of IDI for reliability and 
validity indicates that the instrument is a robust measure of the cognitive states proposed by 
the DMIS and that the instrument is generalizable across cultures.  
Hammer (2007) conducted a more comprehensive testing of the IDI among 4,763 
individuals who were from 11 distinct, cross-cultural sample groups. The back-translated 
versions of the 50-item IDI were administered to the participants whose native language was 
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not English. Confirmatory factor analysis suggests that the items on the IDI measure seven 
scales, each of which is highly reliable with alpha coefficients of 0.60 or higher: (a) Denial  
(α = .66) consisting of 7 items; (b) Defense (α = .72) including 6 items; (c) Reversal (α = .78) 
consisting of 9 items; (d) Minimization (α = .74) including 9 items; (e) Acceptance (α = .69) 
consisting of 5 items; (f) Adaptation (α = .71) including 9 items; and (g) Cultural 
Disengagement (α = .79) consisting of 5 items. In IDI v.3, the Perceived Orientation score 
and the Developmental Orientation score (or the overall developmental score, or overall 
intercultural sensitivity) are two composite measures. The former reflects where the 
individual or group places itself along the intercultural development continuum (PO, α = .82), 
while the latter identifies the primary orientation of the individual or group along the 
intercultural development continuum (DO, α = .83).   
Additionally, according to Hammer (2007), the correlations among seven dimensions 
of the 50-item IDI v. 3 provide support for the intercultural development continuum. Strong 
correlations exist between Defense and Denial (r = .83) and between Acceptance and 
Adaptation (r = .64). Negative correlations exist between the Defense and Denial scales and 
the Acceptance and Adaptation scales. There are positive correlations between Reversal and 
Denial (r = .34) and between Reversal and Defense (r = .37). However, there is no significant 
correlation between Reversal and Acceptance (r = .01) or between Reversal and Adaptation  
(r = .12). Hammer noted that Minimization is not significantly correlated with either the 
monocultural perspectives (Denial, Defense, Reversal) or the intercultural mindsets 
(Acceptance, Adaptation), which indicates that Minimization is a transitional orientation 
existing between the more monocultural and intercultural orientations.  
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The scale of Cultural Disengagement (this scale was termed Encapsulated Marginality in 
IDI v.2) is a separate dimension since it is neither a measure of cultural identity nor a 
measure of intercultural competence. Cultural Disengagement (CD) is most significantly 
correlated with Reversal (r = .43) and then Denial (r = .22). The CD is not significantly 
correlated with Defense, Minimization, Acceptance, or Adaptation. The results suggest that 
Cultural Disengagement reflects a sense of how connected or disconnected an individual feels 
toward his/her own cultural group. Hence, Cultural Disengagement is not placed in the 
Developmental Continuum. The Developmental Continuum does not include the stage of 
Integration proposed by the DMIS model because that stage is focused on the development of 
cultural identity instead of the development of adaptability or intercultural competence. The 
IDI Developmental Continuum is displayed in Figure 2. 
 
     
Denial Polarization 
Defense/Reversal 
Minimization Acceptance Adaptation 
Monocultural Mindset  ------------------------------＞ Intercultural Mindset 
Figure 2. Intercultural development continuum. 
Source: Hammer, M. R. (2008).   
Since the validity and reliability of IDI is well documented in numerous studies, many 
researchers highly recommend the use of IDI to assess intercultural sensitivity. Greenholtz 
(2000) stated that the IDI was a valid and reliable empirical tool that could be employed by 
administrators to assess the intercultural education programs. Engle and Engle (2004) 
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expressed that the IDI was easily administered and independently evaluated with 
well-established reputation. Anderson et al. (2006) noted that IDI could be used to assess the 
effectiveness of various intercultural interventions by measuring the participants‘ change in 
intercultural sensitivity. 
Studies Employing the IDI 
Due to the high reliability and validity of IDI, it has been widely employed with 
varied populations for differing purpose. The subjects include high school students, 
university students, corporate executives, diplomats, and medical professionals. 
Some researchers used IDI to assess the effect of study abroad programs on the 
development of intercultural sensitivity. For example, Patterson (2006) conducted the study 
with students at a mid-sized, state-supported university in the Midwest to examine their 
development of intercultural sensitivity after participating in a 2-week program in China and 
a 4-week program in Ireland.  
The participants consisted of 60 students who were undergraduates. Those 
participants self-selected to participate in faculty-led, short-term study abroad programs. 
Additionally, the control group was made up of students who had not participated in study 
abroad program but took intercultural communication and foreign language classes. Patterson 
(2006) used the IDI to collect the quantitative data. Patterson compared the pretest/posttest of 
study abroad students with pretest/posttest of the on-campus control group. Also, Patterson 
obtained the qualitative data from interviews with study abroad students and answers to email 
questions sent to students who studied on campus.  
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The results suggest that neither group showed significant changes in the level of 
intercultural sensitivity. Likewise, the qualitative data from the control and experimental 
groups indicated no substantial change. Patterson (2006) attributed the insignificant change to 
the small sample size. Additionally, the length of time for the study abroad programs was 
short ranging from 2 to 4 weeks. Last but not least, Patterson noted that this study was a 
quasi-experimental design and the participants were not chosen at random. 
Another study provides empirical evidence to support the positive effect of a 
short-term study abroad program on improving intercultural sensitivity of participants. In a 
pilot study, Anderson et al. (2006) utilized IDI to assess the impact of a short-term (4 weeks), 
faculty-led study abroad program on the intercultural sensitivity of undergraduate learners. 
This study employed a prepost design to measure the changes in the intercultural sensitivity 
over the course of the program. The program assessed was a faculty-led management course 
that consisted of 1 week of on-campus study, followed by 4 weeks of study in Europe—2 
weeks in London, England and 2 weeks in Cork, Ireland. Participants took IDI before 
travelling abroad and again after 4 weeks when they returned to the United States. The 
findings reveal that short-term programs can make a positive effect on the students‘ 
development of intercultural sensitivity.  
Pederson (2010) looked at the intercultural effectiveness and impact of a year-long 
study abroad program on university students. The researcher used IDI to collect pre-post 
scores and compared three groups. The first group took a course which included intercultural 
effectiveness and diversity training pedagogy consisting of cultural immersion, guided 
reflection, and intercultural coaching. Another group did not attend that course, but had the 
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same study abroad experience as the first group. The third group stayed home. The study 
found that statistically significant differences existed in pre-post IDI scores between group 
one and the other two groups. Moreover, the differences in pre-post scores between groups 
two and three were not statistically significant. Pederson (2010) concluded that variables such 
as gender, involvement in work and extra-curricular activities, participation in a family stay, 
whether they spoke a second language, whether they kept a journal, and their report of 
significant friendships, were not factors that contributed to the gains of IDI scores. He noted 
that only prior travel experience and the presence of intercultural pedagogy made a difference 
in the progression along the developmental model of intercultural sensitivity (DMIS) as 
measured by the IDI.  
Another study was designed by Engle and Engle (2004) to assess language acquisition 
and intercultural sensitivity of American university students who joined in a semester or 
full-year study abroad program in France. This is a small immersion program for advanced 
French learners. The researchers also identified the eight key components of study abroad 
program which affect the development of students‘ intercultural sensitivity: the length of 
student sojourn; entry target language competence; required language use (in class and out); 
faculty; coursework; mentoring, or guided cultural reflection; experiential learning initiatives; 
and housing. The researchers used the IDI to measure participants‘ intercultural sensitivity 
levels. Year-long study abroad program participants made significantly more progress in 
areas of cultural understanding and intercultural communication, and they exhibited faster 
growth in the second term.  
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Medina-López-Portillo (2004) examined the link between study abroad program 
duration and the development of intercultural sensitivity. His research focused on 28 
university students who participated in two study abroad programs with differing lengths: 18 
joined in a 7-week summer program in Taxco, Mexico, and 10 attended a 16-week semester 
program in Mexico city. The researcher used a mixed-method case study methodology to 
collect both qualitative and quantitative data. The IDI, the interviews, and the questionnaire 
were employed to provide different perspectives on students‘ study abroad experiences. The 
findings indicated that duration of program significantly affected the development of 
students‘ intercultural sensitivity. Students in the long-term program acquired a higher level 
of intercultural sensitivity than those in the shorter Taxco program. However, the study found 
that all participants of both groups perceived themselves as having achieved higher levels of 
sensitivity than they actually had.  
There is a study focusing on assessing the scope of intercultural sensitivity among 
early adolescents. Pederson (1997) conducted the study on a sample of seventh grade students 
to examine the relationship that might exist between empathy, gender, intercultural contact, 
androgyny, second language acquisition, authoritarianism and the intercultural sensitivity 
level of early adolescents. The participants included 6 seventh grade social studies classes 
from three schools located in rural, suburban, and urban areas in a north-central state. This 
study collected both qualitative and quantitative data. IDI was used to quantify the 
intercultural sensitivity level of the participants. A selected group of participants was invited 
to attend the standardized open-ended interviews. The results suggested that most of seventh 
grade students were in the latter stage of minimization or the early stage of acceptance. The 
  34 
study found a strong positive relationship between amount of intercultural friendships and 
intercultural sensitivity. There also existed statistically significant positive relationships 
between androgyny and intercultural sensitivity, between empathy and intercultural 
sensitivity, as well as a negative association between authoritarian personality and 
intercultural sensitivity. This study provides empirical evidence regarding intercultural 
sensitivity and the early adolescent. 
Hammer (2005) employed the instrument IDI to assess the intercultural sensitivity of 
AFS students. The study population consisted of students from nine of AFS‘s 53 partner 
countries (Austria, Brazil, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Germany, Hong Kong, Italy, Japan, and the 
United States). In total, 2,100 students participated in the study. Among them, 1,500 were 
AFS exchange students who participated in AFS‘s year-long high school exchange program 
from July, August, or September of 2002 until approximately July of 2003. Furthermore, 600 
were ―student friends‖ making up a control group. However, AFS students from Mainland 
China were not selected to participate in this study. 
The research findings revealed that the average developmental score for the AFS 
students was a full standard deviation higher than counterparts who did not participate in the 
study abroad program with respect to intercultural sensitivity, and that the growth of the AFS 
students between the pretest and the posttest was also statistically significant.  
Another study focuses on high school students with regard to intercultural sensitivity. 
Straffon (2003) used IDI to measure the level of intercultural sensitivity of high school 
students who attended an international school in Southeast Asia. This exploratory study 
aimed to test the hypothesis that there was a positive relationship between length of time and 
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intercultural sensitivity. This is the first study that was carried out with high school students 
attending international schools outside the United States. The age of 336 participants ranged 
from 13 to 19 with equal male and female participants. They came from over 40 different 
countries across the world. After the participants took IDI, those with the highest and the 
lowest development scores at each grade level were selected to participate in follow-up 
interviews in order to enrich the quantitative data. The findings revealed that there was a 
significant relationship between level of intercultural sensitivity and the length of time that 
the students had attended international schools. Straffon (2003) stated it was hard to compare 
this study with other studies having a similar equivalent sample since this was the first study 
conducted on high school students attending international schools outside of the United States. 
Hence, we do not know if the results from this study are generalizable to high school students 
attending other international schools. 
In a study conducted by Klak and Martin (2003), IDI was first employed to assess the 
effectiveness of a large-scale university event on promoting students‘ intercultural sensitivity. 
The purpose of the study was to investigate whether there was a correlation between student 
participation in the Latin American celebration (LAC) and positive change in the same 
students‘ intercultural sensitivity. Participants included students in two geography courses. 
Students took the IDI at the beginning and again near the end of the fall semester. During the 
two months after taking the pretest, students were required to attend several LAC events as 
well as lecture and discussion. The participants were also given reading materials on 
intercultural difference aimed to improve intercultural awareness and appreciation. The 
results suggested that the LAC was helpful for increasing students‘ intercultural appreciation. 
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Students‘ attitudes toward cultural difference notably shifted toward Engagement with and 
Acceptance of cultural difference. 
Endicott, Bock, and Narvaez (2003) used IDI to conduct the study in which there 
were 70 participants who were undergraduates from a large, Midwestern university. Endicott 
et al. hypothesize that multicultural experiences are related to both types of development of 
moral reasoning and intercultural sensitivity. They posit that intercultural and moral 
developments have the element of a critical shift from stiff to flexible thinking in common. 
According to Endicott et al., in moral reasoning, the movement occurs from conventional to 
postconventional thinking. Similarly, in intercultural development, the shift moves from the 
ethnocentric to ethnorelative orientations of intercultural sensitivity. Participants took 
measures of intercultural development (Intercultural Development Inventory), moral 
judgment (Defining Issues Test), and multicultural experience (Multicultural Experience 
Questionnaire). Bivariate correlation analyses were run to assess the relations between the 
moral scores and intercultural scores yielded by IDI. The results revealed that there was a 
statistically significant relation between moral judgment and intercultural development. Both 
are related to multicultural experiences. This study sheds light on the relation between ethical 
and intercultural education which can ―reciprocally reinforce learning for the other‖ (Endicott 
et al., 2003, p. 417).  
Some researchers expanded the use of IDI to a new population-medical provider. For 
example, Altshuler et al. (2003) used the IDI to assess change in intercultural sensitivity 
among physicians. This study focused on 24 pediatric residency trainees (10 American and 
14 non-American) at a U.S. medical center who had their intercultural sensitivity measured 
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before and after an intercultural training intervention. The purpose of this study was to 
provide normative information for medical trainees as well as examine the value of IDI as an 
intercultural training evaluation tool. The researchers also measured several demographic 
variables as predictors of intercultural sensitivity in this study. The results indicate that 
females demonstrate more intercultural sensitivity than males on the individual subscales. 
Additionally, the findings reveal that participants with cross-cultural experience exhibit 
higher levels of intercultural sensitivity on the IDI. The weakness of this study is that the 
sample size is small with 24 participants. It is hard to generalize its results. However, as the 
researchers state, it contributes to understanding the relationship between demographic 
factors and IDI scores.             
Studies on Intercultural Communication of Chinese Students 
The literature review indicates that some researchers (e.g., Jackson, 2008; Yang et al., 
2011) conducted the studies to investigate Hong Kong Chinese students‘ study abroad 
experience. No studies to date have examined the development of intercultural sensitivity 
among Mainland Chinese high school students. Hence, this section reviews the research 
concerning Chinese students‘ intercultural communication, a broad category into which 
intercultural sensitivity falls.  
According to Xiao and Petraki (2007), many studies of Chinese students‘ intercultural 
communication focused on comparing the cultural difference between Chinese students and 
students from a host country; other studies explored the difficulties and problems that 
Chinese students encountered in intercultural communication. 
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Liu (2002) conducted a case study to investigate Chinese students‘ silence in 
American classrooms. Three focal Chinese students enrolled in a large Midwestern university 
were selected as the participants. The results indicated that none of these participants were in 
the ―Total Integration‖ pattern with one student in ―Conditional Participation,‖ another 
student in ―Marginal Interaction,‖ and the last student in ―Silent Observation.‖ Liu stated that 
there were differences in construing silence between Chinese and American cultures. In 
Chinese culture, students‘ silence is ―expected and encouraged as a sign of respect for their 
teachers and classmates‖ (p. 47). However, in American culture, silence in the classroom can 
be considered as ―absence or a lack of communication‖ (p. 47). Liu maintained that the silent 
behavior of Chinese students in the classroom could lead to cross-cultural misunderstanding. 
Hence, he suggested that Chinese students should moderate their silence in American 
classrooms to improve their intercultural communicative competence. 
Gao (2000) discussed the impact of Chinese native language and culture on 
intercultural communication among Mainland Chinese students as immigrants in Australia. 
His study found that Chinese student immigrants encountered verbal and nonverbal 
communication issues based on a large survey study and interviews. He noted that they were 
affected by their own culture in three ways: ―language, value and customs, and self-identity, 
each of which is related to another‖ (p. 1). The findings indicate that native values and 
customs influenced Chinese students‘ nonverbal and verbal communication and that their 
native language, values, and customs also affected their self-identity. He suggested that 
acquisition of a second language should be culture orientated. 
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In 2005, Holmes conducted a study on Chinese students‘ intercultural communication 
at a New Zealand university classroom context. The findings revealed that Chinese students 
encountered noticeable differences in classroom communication and interpersonal 
communication with New Zealand students. Holmes analyzed those differences in classroom 
communication style and interpersonal communication style between Chinese students and 
New Zealand students. Holmes found that Chinese students had the tendency to favor the 
―dialectic‖ learning style, which is ―competition-oriented,‖ ―authority-centered‖ and needs 
little cooperation or communication among students. In contrast, New Zealand students were 
more prone to the ―dialogic‖ learning approach, which requires interactive and cooperative 
communication, and encourages students to ask questions and challenge the ideas of other 
students and teachers. In addition, Holmes stated that individualism/collectivism and power 
distance were the two further influences on class communication. Chinese students are 
expected to ―fit in, to be reserved verbally, and to eschew‖ (p. 292) while New Zealand 
students are encouraged to get involved in the class by questioning, giving answers, and 
debating. Chinese teachers are regarded as a model of power and authority, whereas in 
western individualist culture, like that of New Zealand, both teachers and students share the 
power and experience in the classroom. Power distance in Chinese culture leads to 
acceptance instead of challenging or questioning.  
As to the differences in interpersonal communication style, Holmes (2005) found that 
Chinese students used the ―high context communication‖ pattern, which is characterized by 
little and implicit information contained in the verbal message and formality to show respect 
for the status of the person being addressed and to keep harmony with people. In contrast, 
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New Zealand students employed the ―low context communication‖ style, in which contextual 
details are made explicitly and clarification is required for vagueness. Holmes suggested that 
Chinese students should reconstruct their communication styles in the contexts such as 
―asking and answering questions, giving opinions and expressing ideas, managing 
interpersonal skills in cooperative learning contexts, and interaction with teachers‖ (p. 308).  
Sun and Chen (1999) performed a study to explore the difficulties that Mainland 
Chinese students came across in adjusting to American culture. The researcher selected ten 
Mainland Chinese students enrolled in a mid-size public university for the study. The study 
consisted of 8 females and 2 males. The length of time they stayed in America ranged from 
10 months to 3 years. On average their age was 27.9. The researchers conducted structured 
in-depth interviews with the participants. In addition, an open-ended questionnaire was 
employed to collect information about participants and their adjustment process. The findings 
revealed that most of the Chinese students perceived language ability, cultural awareness, and 
academic achievement as three major dimensions of difficulties.  
Another study was designed by Xiao and Petraki (2007) to investigate the difficulties 
that Chinese students studying in the University of Canberra encountered in the intercultural 
communications. The participants in the study included 32 undergraduate and postgraduate 
Chinese students from Mainland China. Among the participants, 17 were females and 15 
were males. The researchers employed questionnaire and interview to collect the data. The 
results of Xiao and Petraki‘s study indicated that Chinese students came across many 
difficulties in interacting with students from other countries. Lack of knowledge of 
intercultural communication and cultural differences in nonverbal communication and 
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politeness strategies is the major factor contributing to the communication difficulties 
according to the researchers. Xiao and Petraki suggested that English language training in 
China should place emphasis on improving intercultural communication skills.  
Liu (2007) investigated the intercultural communication problems that Chinese 
overseas students encountered. The study focused on Chinese postgraduates at the University 
of Edinburgh, UK. The researcher collected the data through questionnaire, audio recording 
of conversation data, and interviews of the conversation participants. The study found that 
lack of language proficiency and cultural difference were two major problems that hindered 
Chinese students from effectively communicating with students from other countries. The 
findings also indicated that those two main communication problems significantly affected 
international friendship formation. The researcher suggested that English teaching in China 
should put more emphasis on improving language proficiency and imparting cultural 
knowledge. 
Jackson (2008) employed an ethnographic approach to investigate the intercultural 
competence of 14 full-time English majors in the second year of a 3-year BA program in a 
Hong Kong university who participated in short-term study abroad: a 5-week sojourn in 
England. The researcher used the IDI to assess the participants‘ intercultural sensitivity levels. 
He also collected qualitative data before, during, and after the sojourn. The findings 
confirmed the main assumption underlying the DMIS that those who gained high levels of 
intercultural sensitivity were more aware of cultural difference and displayed more empathy 
for others. Additionally, the study found that, in the case of foreign language learners, their 
intercultural sensitivity may lag far behind their language proficiency. The findings revealed 
  42 
that the participants substantially overestimated their levels of intercultural sensitivity than 
actually they were in general. 
Yang et al. (2011) used a mixed-method approach to explore the study abroad goals, 
experiences, and learning outcomes of 214 Hong Kong Chinese university students who 
studied or engaged in overseas internships/volunteer work in 20 countries. The findings 
indicated that students‘ study abroad goals, host country experiences, and learning outcomes 
were interrelated. Close relationships were found to exist between students‘ achievement of 
study abroad goals (i.e., personal development goals, intercultural development goals, and 
disciplinary/career development goals) and host country experiences (i.e., study/work 
experiences, intercultural experiences, and personal changes as a result of the experiences). 
The findings revealed that personal changes were correlated with work/study experiences and 
with intercultural experiences.  
Indeed, these studies contribute a lot to our understanding of Chinese students‘ 
intercultural communication situation. However, these studies disclose little existing 
theoretical and empirical evidence regarding intercultural sensitivity and the young 
adolescent. It is necessary to explore how study abroad experiences impact the intercultural 
sensitivity of Mainland Chinese high school students. 
Definition of Terms 
To better understand this study, the following definitions are used: 
Cross-cultural communications: ―Comparison of interactions among people from the 
same culture to those from another culture (Lustig & Koester, 1996, p. 42). 
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Ethnocentric: ―Assuming that the worldview of one‘ own culture is central to all 
reality‖ (Bennett, 1993, p. 46). 
Ethnorelative: ―Cultures can only be understood relative to one another and particular 
behavior can only be understood within a cultural context‖ (Bennett, 1993, p. 46). 
Intercultural competence: ―The ability to communicate effectively and appropriately 
in intercultural situations based on one‘s intercultural knowledge, skills, and attitudes‖ 
(Deardoff, 2008, p. 33). 
Intercultural communication: ―Interactions among people from different cultures 
(Lustig & Koester, 1996, p. 42). 
Intercultural sensitivity: ―The construction of reality as increasingly capable of 
accommodating cultural difference that constitutes development‖ (Bennett, 1993, p. 24). 
Study abroad: ―Education abroad that results in progress toward an academic degree 
at a student‘s home institution‖ (Bolen, 2008, p. 176). 
Study abroad experience: ―Refers to events or actions that take place during study 
abroad including culture learning‖ (Deardorff, 2008, p. 55). 
Worldview: ―A comprehensive conception or apprehension of the world, especially 
from a specific standpoint‖ (Woolf as cited in Deardorff, 2008, p. 55).
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
 
The purpose of the study was to assess the impact of the study abroad experience on 
the development of intercultural sensitivity among Mainland Chinese high school students. 
This section explains the methods that were employed to determine the relationship between 
study abroad programs and the gains of intercultural sensitivity.  
Design 
This study used a pre-posttest design to measure the change in the development of 
intercultural sensitivity among study abroad students. There was also a comparison between 
study abroad students and nonstudy abroad students to determine the impact of the study 
abroad experience on the gains of intercultural sensitivity. This study employed the 
comparison group in order to investigate if the change assessed by the IDI was really caused 
by the study abroad experience and not the other independent variables. Both group 
completed the same survey instrument.  
The following research questions guided this study: 
1. How much do Chinese high school students change in the intercultural sensitivity 
measured by IDI v.3 (Intercultural Development Inventory) (Hammer, 2007) 
through year-long study abroad program? 
2. Is there a difference in the gains of intercultural sensitivity between study abroad 
students and students on home campus?
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3. Are there any differences in the growth of intercultural sensitivity by 
race/ethnicity, gender, age, previous intercultural experience, and family cultural 
background? 
Study Abroad Program 
The program assessed was home-stay abroad for the academic year 2010-2011. It was 
organized by a nongovernmental organization in cooperation with partner nations. The 
purpose of the study abroad program was to help students increase intercultural awareness, 
develop their intercultural competency, promote language learning, and establish friendship 
networks with people from different cultures.  
The number of Chinese students participating in the study abroad program has been 
fast growing since 1988 when China began to send its first high school students to study 
abroad. The participants were chosen from 25 high schools in 20 provinces across Mainland 
China. The selection procedure usually begins with the high school freshmen who want to 
take part in the program and sign up for it at the schools. Next, the schools submit the list of 
students to the Study Abroad office of the organization which makes the final selection based 
on the candidates‘ English proficiency test, communication skills, and personal interview. 
Those selected are randomly assigned to study in more than 20 countries across the world.  
Before study abroad students departed for the destinations, they attended the 
predeparture orientation. The orientation covered important issues with regard to visa, health, 
travel, housing, and cultural adaptation. While abroad, in-country staff provided on-site 
support. As part of on-site orientation, students took week-long tours of the host country to 
learn about the local society and culture. Students also participated in a number of social 
  46 
events held by the in-country staff throughout the year. The in-country staff arranged for the 
student to live with the host family who chose the local school for the student to attend. In the 
home stay, the participants immersed themselves in the local culture and language. The local 
school provided language tutoring to help the student improve language proficiency and keep 
up with the class. After the students completed the year-long study abroad program and 
returned to their home country, they attended the re-entry orientation, which aimed to assist 
them with adjusting back to home culture and reflecting upon their overseas experiences.  
Population 
The sample population consisted of 200 study abroad participants who were from the 
urban high schools across 20 provinces in China, in grades 10 and 11. They were 
self-selected to participate in the 2010-2011 study abroad program. Their ages ranged from 
15 to 18 years. I sampled from that population by getting the permission of the program 
director and obtaining the permission to contact of study abroad students. Fifty study abroad 
participants were randomly selected with equal number of males and females.  
The comparison group sample was a convenience one. I asked the selected study 
abroad students to recruit students from their schools who were similar to them in 
demographic characteristics. However, their friends must have no experiences in studying 
abroad or travelling out of China. In order to assemble a comparison group that matched the 
study abroad group, I developed the rubric that study abroad students used to recruit the 
comparison group students (see Appendix A for the rubric). The total comparison group 
included 50 students. Male and female students were equally represented in the comparison 
group.  
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Instrumentation 
This study used the instrument of the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) v.3 
to collect predeparture and postprogram data. This instrument is intended to assess the 
worldview orientation toward the stages described in the Developmental Model of 
Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) (Bennett, 1986, 1993). Bennett identified six stages of the 
development of intercultural sensitivity which spread across the continuum from the 
ethnocentric perspective to ethnorelative worldview. In the ethnocentric level, there are 
stages of Denial, Defense, and Minimization while the ethnorelative category includes the 
stages of Acceptance, Adaptation, and Integration. 
This study used the IDI because it is a cross-culturally valid and reliable instrument 
that can measure the development of intercultural sensitivity. Many studies have 
demonstrated the validity and reliability of the IDI (Hammer, 2007; Hammer & Bennett, 
1998; Hammer et al., 2003; Paige et al., 2003). As Anderson et al. (2005) state, IDI can be 
used to assess the effectiveness of varied cross-cultural interventions by assessing the 
respondents‘ change in intercultural sensitivity. Greenholtz (2000) notes that the IDI is a 
psychometrically valid and reliable empirical tool which administrators of transnational 
educational programs can use to maximize the quality of students‘ study abroad experiences. 
Likewise, Paige et al. (2003) suggest that Hammer and Bennett‘s Intercultural Development 
Inventory (1998) is a sound instrument, a satisfactory way of assessing intercultural 
sensitivity as defined by Bennett (1993) in his Developmental Model of Intercultural 
Sensitivity. Bolen (2007) states that IDI is best known and most frequently used for 
measuring intercultural development and intercultural competency.  
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Part I of the IDI is a standardized test composed of 50 statements to which 
participants rate their agreement or disagreement on a 5-point scale. Part II includes a number 
of questions to obtain participants‘ demographic information such as age, gender, ethnicity, 
amount of previous intercultural experiences, having friends from other cultures, frequency 
of interaction with their friends, watching American films, and years of learning English (see 
Appendix B).  
Procedure 
After I obtained the signed consent and assent forms of both the study abroad group 
and the comparison group, the pretest IDIs were administered to the study abroad group via 
email immediately prior to departure. The pretest IDIs for the nonstudy abroad group were 
sent via email at the beginning of fall semester. Study abroad students were asked to take the 
same survey (IDI) immediately after re-entry to home country. Nonstudy abroad students 
completed the same survey at the end of school year. The 50-item IDI v.3 takes 
approximately 20 minutes to complete. 
Most of the study abroad students (84%, n = 50) responded to the pretests and 20 
(40%, n = 50) comparison group students completed the pretests. However, out of the 42 
pretest IDIs from the study abroad group, 26 posttests were received. Only the 5 posttest IDIs 
out of 20 pretest surveys from the comparison group were submitted. Among the 62 pretest 
IDIs completed by the participants, 5 (8%) had missing responses. Of the 31 posttest IDIs, 3 
(9%) had missing responses. I had the particular students finish the surveys by asking them to 
answer the missing questions. All of the survey data were entered into the Predictive Analytic 
Software (PASW, 18.0) for statistical analysis.                            
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Data Analysis 
The experimental group included the study abroad students. The comparison group 
consisted of the students who did not study abroad. The independent variable was the study 
abroad program, and the dependent variable was the gains of intercultural sensitivity. A 
paired samples t-test of significance was run to determine if there was a significant change 
between the scores of students before study abroad experience and after.  
In order to examine if there was a difference in the gains of intercultural sensitivity 
between study abroad students and students studying on home campus, one way analysis of 
covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted with the pretest as covariate because there was a 
statistically significant difference in the pretest scale scores of Avoidance of Interaction 
between the study abroad group and the comparison group. 
Regression analysis was conducted to understand which factors (race/ethnicity, 
gender, age, previous intercultural experience, and family cultural background) are 
significantly related to the dependent variable of intercultural sensitivity. Correlation analysis 
was also run to explore the forms of these relationships.
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 
 
This chapter presents the results of the research on the intercultural sensitivity of 
Mainland Chinese high school students who participated in the year-long study abroad 
program. This chapter is organized into six segments. First, it provides the descriptive data 
regarding the characteristics of the participants. This is followed by reporting the results of 
the IDI in terms of both perceived and developmental scores as well as the breakdown of the 
sample by stages (ethnocentric, ethnorelative) and scales (Denial, Defense/Reversal, 
Minimization, Acceptance/Adaptation, Cultural Disengagement). The third segment presents 
the results of the paired samples t-test which was employed to determine the change of 
participants‘ intercultural sensitivity in terms of the IDI scales and subscales scores. Another 
section reports the results of independent samples t-tests used to determine the difference in 
the IDI scale scores. Since there was a significant difference in the pretest between the two 
groups, ANCOVA was chosen to answer the second research question of interest. The fifth 
segment of this chapter presents the results of regression and correlation analysis to address 
the third research question. Finally, the summary of the findings is reported.                              
Characteristics of the Participants 
Table 1 provides the participants‘ demographic and behavioral information, which 
includes age, gender, family cultural background, amount of previous intercultural experience, 
years of learning English, language spoken at home, watching American TV or films, having
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Table 1        
        
Characteristics of the Participants (N=62)   
                
        
  Min Max M SD Frequency Percent 
        
Age  15 18 16.05 .638 62  
        
Gender        
Male      23 37.1 
Female      39 62.9 
        
Family cultural background       
Han Chinese     62 100.0 
Other ethnic group     0 0.0 
        
Years of learning English 4 10 8.37 1.739 62  
        
Prior intercultural experience       
Never      45 72.6 
Less than 3 months     14 22.6 
3 to 5 years     1 1.6 
More than 10 years     2 3.2 
        
Language spoken at home       
Chinese     61 98.4 
Other      1 1.6 
        
Watching American TV of films       
Yes      59 95.2 
No      3 4.8 
        
Having friends from other countries       
Yes      36 58.1 
No      26 41.9 
        
Frequency of interactions with       
friends from other countries       
Never      26 41.9 
Occasionally      19 30.8 
Sometimes      10 16.1 
Often           7 11.3 
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friends from the other countries, and frequency of interaction with friends from other 
countries. 
In total, 62 students participated in the study. Their ages ranged from 15 to 18 (M = 
16.05, SD = 0.638) years. The female respondents (62.9%) outnumbered the males (37.1%) 
approximately by half. All of the participants were Han Chinese (the dominant ethnic group 
in China), and their parents were Chinese too. For the question with regard to the total 
amount of previous intercultural experience, the highest frequency was the category of Never 
in which 72.6% participants stated that they had never lived in another culture. The category 
of less than 3 months received the second highest frequency (22.6%). The number of years 
students had spent in learning English ranged from 4 to 10 with a mean of 8.37. The majority 
of participants (98.4%) spoke Chinese at home. Most participants (95.2%) watched American 
TV or films. More than half of the participants (58.1%) had friends from other countries. Of 
those who had friends from other countries, only 11.3% frequently interacted with their 
friends.  
The Results of Intercultural Developmental Inventory 
The Intercultural Developmental Inventory was developed to assess an individual‘s 
worldview orientation based on the Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity 
(Bennett, 1983, 1996). The data collected though Part I of the IDI were entered into the IDI 
software to produce the group‘s IDI perceived, developmental and scale scores, and then the 
data were entered into Predictive Analytic Software (PASW, 18.0). The demographic data 
gathered through Part II of the IDI were also entered into PASW.  
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The IDI score is a developmental score spread across a developmental continuum 
from ethnocentric orientation to ethnorelative worldview. This continuum consists of the 
following scales and subscales: Denial (Disinterest and Avoidance), Polarization (Defense 
and Reversal), Minimization (Similarity and Universalism), Acceptance, Adaptation 
(Cognitive frame-shifting and Behavioral code-shifting), Cultural Disengagement, 
Developmental Sensitivity, Perceived Sensitivity, and Gap between Developmental and 
Perceived Sensitivity. 
According to IDI, v.3, the developmental score ranges from 55 to 145 with a mean of 
100 and a standard deviation of 15. A developmental score of 55-84.99 suggests the 
ethnocentric orientations (Denial, Defense/Reversal). Minimization lies at the developmental 
score range of 85-114.99. Acceptance/Adaptation is indicated by the developmental score of 
115-145. Tables 2 and 3 display the descriptive statistics for the pre-post test perceived and 
developmental orientation scores for the study abroad group. 
The overall mean developmental score for the pretest study abroad group was 86.89, 
which placed the group at the lower end of the Minimization (range of Minimization: 
85.00-114.99), and the mean pretest perceived score was 120.15 in the range of Acceptance 
(115-145). According to the posttest IDI results, the mean developmental score for the study 
abroad group (87.26) placed the group in the lower end of the Minimization, while the mean 
posttest perceived score was 120.67 in the Acceptance. 
The gap between the pretest perceived orientation score and the developmental 
orientation score for the study group was 33.26, and the gap between the posttest perceived 
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Table 2      
      
Descriptive Statistics for the Pretest Perceived and Developmental Orientations  
of the Study Abroad Students  
            
      
Scales and subscales of IDI N Min Max M SD 
      
Perceived orientation for pretest 42 110.14 136.72 120.15 5.53 
      
Developmental orientation for pretest 42 58.46 132.07 86.89 14.52 
      
Orientation gap for pretest 42 4.65 51.68 33.26 9.29 
 
 
Table 3      
      
Descriptive Statistics for the Posttest Perceived and Developmental Orientations  
of the Study Abroad Students      
            
      
Scales and subscales of IDI N Min Max M SD 
      
Perceived orientation for posttest 26 114.31 129.04 120.67 4.17 
      
Developmental orientation for posttest 26 68.31 108.42 87.26 11.08 
      
Orientation gap for posttest 26 20.62 46.71 33.41 7.17 
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orientation score and the developmental orientation score 33.41. Tables 4 and 5 provide the 
descriptive statistics for the pre- post test perceived and developmental orientations for the 
nonstudy abroad group. 
Table 4      
      
Descriptive Statistics for the Pretest Perceived and Developmental Orientations  
of the Nonstudy Abroad Students      
            
      
Scales and subscales of IDI N Min Max M SD 
      
Perceived orientation for pretest 20 108.94 128.55 119.64 5.26 
      
Developmental orientation for posttest 20 53.48 110.67 86.82 15.31 
      
Orientation gap for posttest 20 17.88 55.46 32.83 10.24 
 
 
Table 5      
      
Descriptive Statistics for the Posttest Perceived and Developmental Orientations  
of the Nonstudy Abroad Students    
            
      
Scales and subscales of IDI N Min Max M SD 
      
Perceived orientation for pretest 5 109.92 126.35 118.1 6.25 
      
Developmental orientation for posttest 5 63.76 109.87 86.11 16.91 
      
Orientation gap for posttest 5 16.48 46.16 31.99 10.79 
 
The mean developmental score for the pretest control group (86.82) also placed the 
participant in the Minimization, and the mean pretest perceived score was 119.64. 
Furthermore, the mean developmental score for the posttest control group was 86.11, which 
placed the participants in Minimization, and the mean posttest perceived score 118.10. The 
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gap between the pretest for the comparison group was 32.83 and the gap between the posttest 
31.99.  
In IDI, V. 3, if a gap score is 7 points or higher, it can be regarded as a significant 
difference between where the group perceives it is on the developmental continuum and 
where the IDI places the group‘s level of intercultural sensitivity. When a perceived 
sensitivity score is 7 or more points higher than the developmental sensitivity, it suggests that 
the group has overestimated its level of intercultural sensitivity. However, if a developmental 
score is 7 or more points higher than the perceived score, it indicates that the group has 
underestimated its intercultural sensitivity. In this study, the gaps between the developmental 
and the perceived scores for both the pre-post tests of the study abroad group exceeded 7 
points (33.26, 33.41, respectively), which suggests that the participants overestimated their 
level of intercultural sensitivity. The gaps between the developmental and the perceived 
scores for both the pre-post tests of the control group also went beyond 7 points (32.83, 31.99, 
respectively), which indicates that the respondents had the tendency to overestimate their 
level of intercultural sensitivity. 
IDI not only provides a developmental score but also a score for the different scales, 
clusters, and subscales of the intercultural development continuum. In each scale of the IDI, 
the score ranges from 1 to 5. A score of 5 is the maximum score which indicates that the 
respondent has resolved all issues at that particular stage. To put it another way, no issue at 
that stage can hold the respondents back. A score between 1.00 and 3.99 suggests that the 
respondent has issues ―unresolved,‖ and a score between 4.00 and 5.00 indicates that the 
  57 
participant has ―resolved‖ issues associated with that particular stage. Table 6 presents the 
pre-post test scale scores, including the mean, standard deviation, and sample size for both 
study abroad students and students on home campus.  
Table 6             
             
Descriptive Statistics for the Pre-Post Test Scores of Study Abroad Students   
and Nonstudy Abroad Students         
                          
                         
 Study abroad students Nonstudy abroad students 
                     
IDI Pre Post Pre Post 
scales n M SD n M SD n M SD n M SD 
                  
DEN 42 3.91 .48 26 3.84 .52 20 3.98 .65 5 3.74 .64 
Dis 42 3.83 .57 26 3.74 .64 20 4.04 .77 5 3.95 .87 
Avo 42 4.02 .54 26 3.96 .68 20 3.90 .76 5 3.47 .84 
                  
DEF 42 3.26 .61 26 3.17 .62 20 3.14 .72 5 3.27 .51 
                  
REV 42 3.69 .61 26 3.78 .45 20 3.85 .74 5 3.89 .79 
                  
MIN 42 2.63 .56 26 2.58 .47 20 2.46 .50 5 2.71 .51 
Sim 42 2.47 .67 26 2.39 .54 20 2.11 .61 5 2.20 .66 
Uni 42 2.83 .68 26 2.84 .67 20 2.89 .72 5 3.35 .55 
                  
ACC 42 3.56 .64 26 3.75 .59 20 3.55 .45 5 2.84 .52 
                  
ADA 42 3.88 .53 26 4.02 .44 20 3.76 .37 5 3.24 .51 
Cog 42 3.95 .66 26 4.16 .57 20 3.91 .52 5 3.35 .86 
Beh 42 3.82 .56 26 3.91 .56 20 3.64 .45 5 3.16 .46 
                  
CD 42 4.09 .61 26 4.12 .57 20 4.04 .72 5 3.96 .65 
Note. DEN = Denial, Dis = Disinterest, Avo = Avoidance; DEF = Defense; REV = Reversal; MIN = 
Minimization, Sim = Similarity, Uni = Universalism; ACC = Acceptance; ADA = Adaptation, Cog = 
Cognitive Frame-shifting, Beh = Behavioral Code-shifting; CD = Cultural Disengagement. 
 
The study abroad group had the lowest mean scale score in Minimization (pretest 
score: 2.63; posttest: 2.58). It should be noted that the study abroad group had the trailing 
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issues to be worked through. The pretest IDI results show that overall the study abroad group 
was only resolved for two scales, Avoidance of interaction (4.02) and Cultural 
Disengagement (4.09), but unresolved for the rest of scales. The posttest IDI findings indicate 
that the study abroad group was resolved in Adaptation cluster (4.02), Cognitive 
Frame-shifting (4.16), and Cultural Disengagement (4.12), but unresolved for Denial cluster, 
Disinterest in Culture Difference, Avoidance of Interaction, Defense Cluster, Reversal, 
Minimization, Similarity cluster, Universalism cluster, Acceptance cluster, and Behavioral 
Code-shifting.  
Like the study abroad group, the control group had the lowest mean scale score in 
Minimization (pretest score: 2.46; posttest: 2.71). Similar to the study abroad group, the 
pretest IDI results suggest that the control group was resolved for two scales, Disinterest in 
Culture Difference (4.04) and Cultural Disengagement (4.04), but unresolved for the rest of 
scales. However, it is worth noting that the posttest IDI findings reveal that the control group 
was unresolved for all the scales. 
Paired Samples t-Test Results 
Many statistical tests (e.g., t-test, ANOVA, regression) assume that data are normally 
districted. Hence, before using those statistical methods, I performed a normality test on the 
data for the pre-post scale scores of the study abroad group. Since the sample size for the 
study was not very large (42 for the pretest and 26 for the posttest), the Shapiro-Wilk test for 
normality was employed. The test results indicate that only the p-values for the pretest 
Perceived Orientation and Cultural Disengagement were .035 and .048, which are bigger than 
alpha (level of significance) of .01, and that the p-values for the rest of pretest scales were 
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greater than .05 (see Appendix C, Table C-1). The results also show that just the p-values for 
the posttest Universalism cluster and Cognitive Frame-shifting were .024 and .041, which 
were bigger than .01, and that the p-values for the rest of scales were greater than .05 (see 
Appendix C, Table C-2). Therefore, we can be 99% confident that the data is normal. 
A paired samples t- test of significance was performed to determine if there was a 
significant change between the mean IDI developmental and scale scores of students before 
and after the study abroad experience. The statistical significance was determined at a = .05. 
Research Question 1 
This section addresses Research Question 1: How much do Chinese high school 
students change in the intercultural sensitivity measured by IDI (Intercultural Development 
Inventory) (Hammer, 2007) as a result of year-long study abroad experience? Table 7 
displays the results of paired samples t-test for the pre-post tests of the study abroad group. 
The results showed no statistically significant difference in the mean developmental 
score between the pretest and posttest for the study abroad students. Although there were 
increases in the Reversal, Acceptance, and Adaptation scales as well as its two subscales, the 
changes were not statistically significant. The results also revealed that there were no 
statistically significant changes in the pre - and post test scores of other scales (denial cluster, 
disinterest in cultural difference, avoidance of interaction, defense cluster, minimization scale, 
similarity cluster, universalism cluster, and cultural disengagement). 
One Way Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) Results 
A t-test was conducted on the pretest scores for the two groups. The results showed that 
there was a statistically significant difference in the pretest scale score of Avoidance of 
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Table 7         
         
Results of Paired Samples t-Tests for the Pre-Post Tests of the Study Abroad Group 
                  
         
         
    95% confidence interval of 
the difference 
   
Pre-post tests      Sig 
for IDI scales COG M SD Lower Upper t df (2-tailed) 
         
Pair 1 PO .09 6.40 -2.50 2.67 .07 25 .94 
Pair 2 DO 1.56 15.68 -4.77 7.90 .51 25 0.62 
Pair 3 OG -1.48 9.48 -5.30 2.35 -.75 25 .44 
Pair 4 DC .17 .50 -.04 .37 1.68 25 .11 
Pair 5 DIS .12 .65 -.15 .38 .91 25 .37 
Pair 6 AVO .23 .72 -.06 .52 1.64 25 .11 
Pair 7 DEF .20 .70 -.09 .48 1.43 25 .16 
Pair 8 REV -.05 .62 -.30 .20 .39 25 .70 
Pair 9 MIN .08 .72 -.21 .37 .55 25 .59 
Pair 10 SIM .06 .88 -2.9 .42 .36 25 .72 
Pair 11 UNI .10 .85 -.25 .44 .58 25 .57 
Pair 12 ACC -.19 0.52 -.40 .03 -1.81 25 .08 
Pair 13 ADA -.19 .60 -.44 .05 -1.62 25 .12 
Pair 14 COG -.25 .73 -.54 .04 -1.76 25 .09 
Pair 15 BEH -.15 .80 -.47 .18 -.93 25 .36 
Pair 16 CUL .02 .62 -.24 .27 .13 25 .90 
Note.  Indicates an increase in the scale score among study abroad students. PO = Perceived Orientation, DO = 
Developmental Orientation, OG = Orientation Gap, DC = Denial Cluster, DIS = Disinterest in Culture 
Difference, AVO = Avoidance of Interaction, DEF = Defense Cluster, REV = Reversal Scale, MIN = 
Minimization Scale, SIM = Similarity Cluster, UNI = Universalism cluster, ACC = Acceptance Cluster, ADA = 
Adaptation Cluster, COG = Cognitive Frame-shifting, BEH = Behavioral Code-shifting, CUL = Cultural 
Disengagement. 
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Interaction (p﹤.05, see Appendix D) between the study abroad group and the comparison 
group. Hence, ANCOVA was conducted with the pretest as covariate to determine whether 
there was a difference in the gains of intercultural sensitivity between study abroad students 
and students on home campus.  
Research Question 2 
This section addresses Research Question 2: Is there a difference in the gains of 
intercultural sensitivity between study abroad students and students on home campus? 
The test of between-subjects effects and estimated marginal means for each scale and 
subscale will be reported as follows. Statistics significance was determined at a = .05. Tables 
8 and 9 display the results of covariance analysis for the Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity. 
Table 8       
       
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity 
              
       
Source Type III sum of squares df Mean square F Sig 
       
Corrected model 100.31
a
 2 50.15 2.71 .08 
       
Intercept 575.14 1 575.14 31.09 .00 
       
PrePO* 72.61 1 72.61 3.93 .06 
       
Group 11.67 1 11.67 .63 .43 
       
Error 517.92 28 18.50   
       
Total 448921.05 31    
       
Corrected total 618.23 30       
a
R Squared = .16 (Adjusted R Squared = 10). 
*PrePO = Pretest Perceived Orientation.    
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Table 9      
      
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity 
           
      
   95% confidence level  
Group Mean Standard error Lower bound Upper bound  
      
Study abroad group 120.53
a
 .85 118.80 122.26  
      
Comparison group 118.83
a
 1.96 114.82 122.84  
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: the pretest perceived 
orientation = 120.23. 
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The mean of the posttest Perceived Orientation score for the study abroad group 
(120.53) was slightly higher than the comparison group (118.83). However, the results of 
analysis of covariance did not show a statistically significant difference between the two 
groups (F = .63, p﹥0.05). Tables 10 and 11 provide the results of covariance analysis for the 
Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity. 
 
Table 10        
        
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity 
               
        
Source Type III sum of squares df Mean square F Sig  
        
Corrected model 928.44
a
 2 464.22 3.95 .03  
        
Intercept 3298.80 1 3298.80 28.08 .00  
        
PreDO* 922.85 1 922.85 7.86 .01  
        
Group 9.54 1 9.54 .08 .78  
        
Error 3289.34 28 117.48    
        
Total 239257.15 31     
        
Corrected total 4217.80 30        
a
R Squared = .22 (Adjusted R Squared = 16).  
*PreDO = Pretest Developmental Orientation.     
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Table 11     
     
Estimated Marginal Means for the Posttest Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity 
          
     
   95% confidence level 
Group Mean Standard error Lower bound Upper bound 
     
Study abroad group 86.83
a
 2.13 82.46 91.19 
     
Comparison group 88.36
a
 4.91 78.30 98.42 
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: the pretest 
developmental orientation = 87.57. 
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The mean of the posttest Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity for the study abroad 
group (86.83) was slightly lower than the comparison group (88.36). An analysis of 
covariance revealed that there was no statistically significant difference between the two 
groups (F = .08, p ﹥0.05). Tables 12 and 13 contain the results of the ANCOVA for the 
Denial Cluster.  
 
Table 12       
       
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Denial Cluster 
              
       
Source Type III sum of squares df Mean square F Sig 
       
Corrected model 2.11
a
 2 1.06 4.72 .02 
       
Intercept .84 1 .84 3.75 .06 
       
PreDC* 2.08 1 2.08 9.27 .01 
       
Group .00 1 .00 .00 .97 
       
Error 6.27 28 .22   
       
Total 460.82 31    
       
Corrected total 8.38 30       
a
R Squared = .25 (Adjusted R Squared = 20). 
*PreDC = Pretest Denial Cluster.    
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Table 13     
     
Estimated Marginal Means for the Posttest Denial Cluster 
          
     
   95% confidence level 
Group Mean Standard error Lower bound Upper bound 
     
Study abroad group 3.82
a
 .09 3.63 4.01 
     
Comparison group 3.83
a
 .21 3.39 4.26 
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: the pretest denial cluster 
= 3.97. 
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The mean of the posttest Denial Cluster for the study abroad group (3.82) was slightly 
lower than the comparison group (3.83). No statistically significant difference was found to 
exist between two groups (F = .00, p﹥0.05). The ANCOVA results of two subscales of the 
Denial Cluster (Disinterest in Cultural Difference and Avoidance of Interaction with Cultural 
Difference) are displayed in Tables 14 through 17. 
 
Table 14       
       
Test of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Disinterest in Culture Difference 
              
       
Source Type III sum of squares df Mean square F Sig 
       
Corrected model 3.50
a
 2 1.75 4.93 .02 
       
Intercept 1.42 1 1.42 3.99 .06 
       
PreDIS* 3.31 1 3.31 9.35 .01 
       
Group .14 1 .14 .40 .53 
       
Error 9.92 28 .35   
       
Total 455.00 31    
       
Corrected total 13.42 30       
a
R Squared = .26 (Adjusted R Squared = 21). 
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Table 15     
     
Estimated Marginal Means for the Posttest Disinterest in Culture Difference 
          
     
   95% confidence level 
Group Mean Standard error Lower bound Upper bound 
     
Study abroad group 3.75
a
 .12 3.51 3.98 
     
Comparison group 3.93
a
 .27 3.38 4.47 
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: the pretest disinterest in 
culture difference = 3.87. 
 
 
Table 16       
       
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Avoidance Interaction 
              
       
Source Type III sum of squares df Mean square F Sig 
       
Corrected model 1.53
a
 2 .76 1.56 .23 
       
Intercept 2.25 1 2.25 4.60 .04 
       
PreAVO* .52 1 .52 1.05 .31 
       
Group .45 1 .45 .93 .34 
       
Error 13.69 28 .49   
       
Total 482.45 31    
       
Corrected total 15.22 30       
a
R Squared = .10 (Adjusted R Squared = '.04). 
*PreAVO = Pretest Avoidance of Interaction.    
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Table 17     
     
Estimated Marginal Means for the Posttest Avoidance of Interaction 
          
     
   95% confidence level 
Group Mean Standard error Lower bound Upper bound 
     
Study abroad group 3.94
a
 .14 3.66 4.22 
     
Comparison group 3.59
a
 .33 2.91 4.27 
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: the pretest avoidance of 
interaction = 4.12. 
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The mean of the posttest Disinterest in Cultural Difference for the study abroad group 
(3.75) was lower than the comparison group (3.93). The ANCOVA results showed no 
statistically significant difference in Disinterest in Cultural Difference between the two 
groups (F = .40, p ﹥0.05). Additionally, the mean of the posttest Avoidance of Interaction 
with Cultural Difference for the study abroad group (3.94) was noticeable higher than the 
control group (3.59). No statistically significant difference was found in Avoidance of 
Interaction with Cultural Difference (F = .93, p﹥0.05). Tables 18 and 19 present the results 
of the ANCOVA for the Defense Scale. 
 
Table 18       
       
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Defense Cluster  
              
       
Source Type III sum of squares df Mean square F Sig 
       
Corrected model 2.42
a
 2 1.21 4.08 .03 
       
Intercept 4.92 1 4.92 16.57 .00 
       
PreDEF* 2.38 1 2.38 8.03 .01 
       
Group .27 1 .27 .90 .35 
       
Error 8.31 28 .30   
       
Total 325.88 31    
       
Corrected total 10.73 30       
a
R Squared = .34 (Adjusted R Squared = .17). 
*PreDEF = Pretest Defense Cluster.    
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Table 19     
     
Estimated Marginal Means for the Posttest Defense Cluster  
          
     
   95% confidence level 
Group Mean Standard error Lower bound Upper bound 
     
Study abroad group 3.15
a
 .11 2.93 3.37 
     
Comparison group 3.41
a
 .25 2.90 3.91 
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: the pretest defense 
cluster = 3.31. 
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The mean of the posttest Defense Cluster for the study abroad group (3.15) was lower 
than the comparison group (3.41). No statistically significant difference was found between 
the two groups (F = .90, p ﹥0.05). Tables 20 and 21 provide the results of the ANCOVA for 
the Reversal Scale. 
 
Table 20       
       
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Reversal Scale  
              
       
Source Type III sum of squares df Mean square F Sig 
       
Corrected model 1.81
a
 2 .90 4.44 .02 
       
Intercept 5.36 1 5.36 26.29 .00 
       
PreREV* 1.76 1 1.76 8.62 .01 
       
Group .09 1 .09 .42 .53 
       
Error 5.71 28 .20   
       
Total 454.02 31    
       
Corrected total 7.52 30       
a
R Squared = .24 (Adjusted R Squared = .19). 
*PreREV = Pretest Reversal Scale.    
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Table 21     
     
Estimated Marginal Means for the Posttest Reversal Scale  
          
     
   95% confidence level 
Group Mean Standard error Lower bound Upper bound 
     
Study abroad group 3.77
a
 .09 3.59 3.95 
     
Comparison group 3.91
a
 .20 3.50 4.33 
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: the pretest reversal scale 
= 3.72. 
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The mean of the posttest Reversal Scale for the study abroad group (3.77) was lower 
than the comparison group (3.91). The ANCOVA results showed no statistically significant 
difference between the two groups (F = .42, p﹥0.05). The ANCOVA results for the 
Minimization Scale are displayed in Tables 22 and 23. 
 
Table 22       
       
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Minimization Scale  
              
       
Source Type III sum of squares df Mean square F Sig 
       
Corrected model .13
a
 2 .06 .28 .76 
       
Intercept 7.65 1 7.65 33.60 .00 
       
PreMIN* .07 1 .07 .30 .59 
       
Group .09 1 .09 .39 .54 
       
Error 6.37 28 .23   
       
Total 217.42 31    
       
Corrected total 6.50 30       
a
R Squared = .02 (Adjusted R Squared = .05). 
*PreREV = Pretest Minimization Scale.    
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Table 23     
     
Estimated Marginal Means for the Posttest Minimization Scale  
          
     
   95% confidence level 
Group Mean Standard error Lower bound Upper bound 
     
Study abroad group 2.58
a
 .09 2.39 2.78 
     
Comparison group 2.73
a
 .22 2.29 3.18 
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: the pretest minimization 
scale = 2.62. 
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The mean of the posttest Minimization Scale for the study abroad group (2.58) was 
lower than the comparison group (2.73). No statistically significant difference was found to 
exist between the two groups (F = .39, p﹥0.05). The results of the ANCOVA for the 
subscale of Minimization (Similarity) are displayed in Tables 24 and 25. 
 
Table 24       
       
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Similarity Cluster 
              
       
Source Type III sum of squares df Mean square F Sig 
       
Corrected model .26
a
 2 .13 .41 .67 
       
Intercept 10.53 1 10.53 33.47 .00 
       
PreMIN* .11 1 .11 .33 .57 
       
Group .08 1 .08 .24 .63 
       
Error 8.81 28 .32   
       
Total 181.92 31    
       
Corrected total 9.07 30       
a
R Squared = .03 (Adjusted R Squared = .04). 
*PreSIM = Pretest Similarity Cluster.    
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Table 25     
     
Estimated Marginal Means for the Posttest Similarity Cluster  
          
     
   95% confidence level 
Group Mean Standard error Lower bound Upper bound 
     
Study abroad group 2.38
a
 .11 2.16 2.61 
     
Comparison group 2.24
a
 .26 1.71 2.78 
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: the pretest similarity 
cluster = 2.36. 
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The mean of the posttest Similarity Subscale for the study abroad group (2.38) was 
slightly higher than the comparison group (2.24). The ANCOVA results showed no 
statistically significant difference between the two groups (F = .24, p ﹥0.05). Tables 26 and 
27 contain the results of the ANCOVA for the other subscale of Minimization 
(Universalism). 
 
Table 26       
       
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Universalism Cluster  
              
       
Source Type III sum of squares df Mean square F Sig 
       
Corrected model 1.19
a
 2 .60 1.34 .28 
       
Intercept 9.81 1 9.81 22.01 .00 
       
PreUNI* .09 1 .09 .19 .66 
       
Group 1.10 1 1.10 2.47 .13 
       
Error 12.48 28 .45   
       
Total 277.88 31    
       
Corrected total 13.67 30       
a
R Squared = .09 (Adjusted R Squared = .02). 
*PreUNI = Pretest Universalism Cluster.    
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Table 27     
     
Estimated Marginal Means for the Posttest Universalism Cluster 
          
     
   95% confidence level 
Group Mean Standard error Lower bound Upper bound 
     
Study abroad group 2.84
a
 .13 2.57 3.11 
     
Comparison group 3.35
a
 .30 2.74 3.96 
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: the pretest universalism 
cluster = 2.94. 
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The mean of the posttest Universalism Subscale for the study abroad group (2.84) was 
noticeably lower than the comparison group (3.35). No statistically significant difference was 
found to exist between the two groups (F = 2.47, p > 0.05). The results of the ANCOVA for 
the Acceptance Scale are displayed in Tables 28 and 29. 
 
Table 28       
       
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Acceptance Cluster 
              
       
Source Type III sum of squares df Mean square F Sig 
       
Corrected model 7.35
a
 2 3.68 17.24 .00 
       
Intercept .64 1 .640 3.00 .09 
       
PreACC* 3.85 1 3.85 18.05 .00 
       
Group 3.05 1 3.05 14.33 .00
b
 
       
Error 5.97 28 .21   
       
Total 416.520 31    
       
Corrected total 13.32 30       
a
R Squared = .55 (Adjusted R Squared = .52).  
b
The p value is smaller than .05. 
*PreACC = Pretest Acceptance Cluster.    
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Table 29     
     
Estimated Marginal Means for the Posttest Acceptance Cluster  
          
     
   95% confidence level 
Group Mean Standard error Lower bound Upper bound 
     
Study abroad group 3.74
a
 .09 3.56 3.93 
     
Comparison group 2.89
a
 .21 2.47 3.31 
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: the pretest acceptance 
cluster = 3.56. 
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The mean of the posttest Acceptance Cluster for the study abroad group (3.74) was 
considerably higher than the comparison group (2.89). The ANCOVA results show a 
statistically significant difference between the two groups (F = 14.33, p < .05). Tables 30 and 
31 provide the results of the ANCOVA for the Adaptation Scale. 
 
Table 30       
       
Test of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Adaptation Cluster 
              
       
Source Type III sum of squares df Mean square F Sig 
       
Corrected model 2.89
a
 2 1.44 7.28 .00 
       
Intercept 4.35 1 4.35 21.92 .00 
       
PreADA* .35 1 .35 1.77 .19 
       
Group 2.40 1 2.40 12.10 .00
b
 
       
Error 5.55 28 .20   
       
Total 479.01 31    
       
Corrected total 8.44 30       
a
R Squared = .342 (Adjusted R Squared = .295). 
b
The p value is smaller than .05. 
*PreADA = Pretest Adaptation Cluster.    
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Table 31     
     
Estimated Marginal Means for the Posttest Adaptation Cluster  
          
     
   95% confidence level 
Group Mean Standard error Lower bound Upper bound 
     
Study abroad group 4.02
a
 .09 3.84 4.20 
     
Comparison group 3.26
a
 20 2.85 3.67 
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: the pretest adaptation 
cluster = 3.81. 
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The mean of the posttest Adaptation Cluster for the study abroad group (4.02) was 
higher than the comparison group (3.26). Statistically significant difference was found to 
exist between the two groups (F = 12.10, p < 0.05). Tables 32 and 33 display the results of 
the ANCOVA for the subscale Adaptation Cognitive Frame-shifting. 
 
Table 32       
       
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Cognitive Frame-Shifting 
              
       
Source Type III sum of squares df Mean square F Sig 
       
Corrected model 4.47
a
 2 2.23 6.76 .00 
       
Intercept 5.35 1 5.35 16.18 .00 
       
PreCOG* 1.69 1 1.69 5.12 .03 
       
Group 2.63 1 2.63 7.95 .01
b
 
       
Error 9.25 28 .33   
       
Total 517.75 31    
       
Corrected total 13.72 30       
a
R Squared = .33 (Adjusted R Squared = .28). 
b
The p value is smaller than .05. 
*PreADA = Pretest Cognitive Frame-shifting.    
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Table 33     
     
Estimated Marginal Means for the Posttest Cognitive Frame-Shifting 
          
     
   95% confidence level 
Group Mean Standard error Lower bound Upper bound 
     
Study abroad group 4.16
a
 .11 3.93 4.39 
     
Comparison group 3.37
a
 .26 2.84 3.90 
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: the pretest cognitive 
frame-shifting = 3.90. 
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The mean of the posttest Cognitive Frame-shifting for the study abroad group (4.16) 
was considerably higher than the comparison group (3.37). The ANCOVA results showed 
statistically significant difference between the two groups (F = 7.95, p﹤0.05). Tables 34 and 
35 display the results of the ANCOVA for another subscale of Adaptation - Behavioral 
Code-shifting. 
 
Table 34       
       
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Behavioral Code-Shifting 
              
       
Source Type III sum of squares df Mean square F Sig 
       
Corrected model 2.34
a
 2 1.17 3.85 .03 
       
Intercept 7.29 1 7.29 23.93 .00 
       
PreBEH* 2.24 1 2.24 .00 .10 
       
Group 2.33 1 2.33 7.64 .01
b
 
       
Error 8.53 28 .31   
       
Total 455.48 31    
       
Corrected total 10.88 30       
a
R Squared = .22 (Adjusted R Squared = .16). 
b
The p value is smaller than .05. 
*PreBEH = Pretest Behavioral Code-shifting.    
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Table 35     
     
Estimated Marginal Means for the Posttest Behavioral Code-Shifting 
          
     
   95% confidence level 
Group Mean Standard error Lower bound Upper bound 
     
Study abroad group 3.91
a
 .11 3.69 4.13 
     
Comparison group 3.16
a
 .25 2.65 3.67 
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: the pretest behavioral 
code-shifting = 3.74. 
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The mean of the posttest Behavioral Code-shifting for the study abroad group (3.91) 
was considerably higher than the comparison group (3.16). Statistically significance was 
found to exist between the two groups (F = 7.64, p. < 0.05). Tables 36 and 37 present the 
results of the ANCOVA for the independent dimension measured by the IDI—Cultural 
Disengagement. 
 
Table 36       
       
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for the Posttest Cultural Disengagement 
              
       
Source Type III sum of squares df Mean square F Sig 
       
Corrected model 1.45
a
 2 .72 2.37 .11 
       
Intercept 3.17 1 3.17 10.41 .00 
       
PreCD* 1.34 1 1.34 4.41 .05 
       
Group .02 1 .02 .07 .79 
       
Error 8.54 28 .31   
       
Total 528.64 31    
       
Corrected total 9.99 30       
a
R Squared = .145 (Adjusted R Squared = .08). 
*PreCD = Pretest Cultural Disengagement.    
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Table 37     
     
Estimated Marginal Means for the Posttest Cultural Disengagement 
          
     
   95% confidence level 
Group Mean Standard error Lower bound Upper bound 
     
Study abroad group 4.10
a
 .11 3.88 4.32 
     
Comparison group 4.03
a
 .25 3.52 4.54 
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: the pretest cultural 
disengagement = 4.10. 
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The mean of the posttest Cultural Disengagement for the study abroad group (4.10) 
was slightly higher than the comparison group (4.03). No statistically significant difference 
was found to exist between the two groups (F = .07, p﹥0.05).  
Regression Results 
In this section, the regression analysis was conducted to answer research question three 
and determine which independent variables as predictor factors contributed to the growth of 
the intercultural sensitivity among the participants.  
Research Question 3 
This section addresses Research Question 3: Are there any differences in the growth of 
intercultural sensitivity by race/ethnicity, gender, age, family cultural background, and total 
amount of previous intercultural experience? 
The linear regression model was fit to the growth of the IDI developmental score in 
this study. Two independent factors (race/ethnicity and family cultural background) were 
removed from the regression analysis because all of the participants and their parents were 
the Han Chinese. The rest of three independent variables included gender (baseline: male), 
age (continuous variable), and total amount of previous intercultural experience (8 levels with 
baseline: never, less than 3 months, 3-6 months, 7-11 months, 1-2 years, 3-5 years, 6-10 years, 
and more than 10 years). Since only a small number of participants (n = 3) had a previous 
intercultural experience, which was more than 3 months, the variable, total amount of 
previous intercultural experience, was recoded into just three groups (never, less than 3 
months, and more than 3 months).  
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Prior to the use of the regression analysis, two most important conditions must be 
satisfied. One is that the relationship between independent and dependent variables need to 
be linear; the other is that the independent variables should not be strongly correlated to one 
another. According to Muijs (2011), one way of determining whether the relationship is 
linear or not is to examine how many large residuals there are. The higher residual indicates 
that the data point is further away from the regression line. To ensure the linear relationship, 
it is better to have as few high residuals as possible. Tolerance, as the amount of variance in 
one independent variable which is not accounted for by the other predictor variables, varies 
from 0 to 1 (Muijs, 2011). If a predictor variable has a value of Tolerance close to 0, then 
there should be a concern for that variable. Tables 38 and 39 display the results for the 
diagnostics in regression.  
Table 38 shows that there is one case with a residual of -3.087. It suggests that this 
one participant had done worse in the growth of intercultural sensitivity. Since there  
is only one outlier, there is no problem in the regression model fitting the data.   
Table 38       
       
Outliers Casewise Diagnostics     
              
       
Case Standard Growth of  Predicted  
number residual developmental scores value Residual 
       
30 -3.087 -54.41 -8.239 -46.17 
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Table 39 reveals that no tolerance values are close to 0. All variables have a tolerance of﹥
0.70.  
Table 39     
     
Collinearity Diagnostics    
          
     
   Collinearity statistics 
Model     Tolerance VIF 
1 (Constant)   
 Gender .871 1.149 
 Student's age .868 1.152 
  Total amount of previous intercultural experience .995 1.005 
 
The results of regression analysis for the growth of the developmental score are 
displayed in Tables 40 through Table 42, which provide the unstandardized estimated 
coefficients (B), standard errors, standardized estimated coefficients (Beta), the t statistics (t) 
and the significance level.  
The regression analysis indicates that, out of the predictors investigated, gender and 
age, did not contribute to the increase in intercultural sensitivity. However, total amount of 
previous intercultural experience was a statistically significant predictor of the growth of 
developmental score (p﹤.05).  
It is necessary to determine the relationship between predictor factor (total amount of 
previous intercultural experience) and the dependent variable (the growth of developmental 
score). The degree of the linear relationship is measured by the Pearson r correlation 
coefficient which can be positive, negative, or zero. The value of r can range from 1.0 (a 
perfect negative relationship) to 1.0 (a perfect positive relationship). The positive r suggests
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Table 40          
           
Model Summarya        
                      
           
    Std. error       
  R Adjusted of the R square F   Sig. F Durbin- 
Model R square R square estimate change change df1 df2 change Watson 
           
1 .396
b
 .157 .122 14.695 .157 4.462 1 24 .045  
           
2 .439
c
 .193 .122 14.689 .036 1.019 1 23 .323  
           
3 .447
d
 .199 .090 14.955 .007 .191 1 22 .666 2.534 
a
Dependent variable: Growth of Developmental Score.    
b
Predictors: (Constant), total amount of previous intercultural experience, gender.    
c
Predictors: (Constant), total amount of previous intercultural experience, gender.    
d
Predictors: (Constant), total amount of previous intercultural experience, gender, student's age.   
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Table 41      
      
ANOVA
a
     
            
      
 Sum of  Mean   
Model squares df square F Sig. 
      
1     Regression 963.559 1 963.559 4.462 .045b 
      Residual 5182.606 24 215.942   
      Total 61646.166 25    
      
2     Regression 1183.404 2 591.702 2.742 .085
c
 
      Residual 4962.761 23 215.772   
      Total 6146.166 25    
      
3     Regression 1226.085 3 408.695 1.827 .172
d
 
      Residual 4920.081 22 223.64   
      Total 6146.166 25       
a
Dependent variable: Growth of Developmental Score.  
b
Predictors: (Constant), total amount of previous intercultural experience.  
c
Predictors: (Constant), total amount of previous intercultural experience, gender.  
d
Predictors: (Constant), total amount of previous intercultural experience, gender, student's age. 
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Table 42      
      
Coefficients
a
     
            
      
 Unstandardized      
coefficients 
Standardized  
coefficients 
  
   
Model B Std. error Beta t Sig. 
      
1  (Constant) -16.333 7.563  -2.160 .041 
Total amount of previous 
intercultural experience. 
     
11.637 5.509 .396 2.112 .045
b
 
      
      
2.  (Constant) -11.407 8.998  -1.268 .218 
Total amount of previous 
intercultural experience. 
Gender 
     
11.531 5.508 .392 2.094 .048
b
 
-6.557 6.496 -.189 -1.009 .323 
      
3  (Constant) -48.005 84.277  -.570 .575 
Total amount of previous 
intercultural experience.  
Gender                           
Student's age 
     
11.694 5.62 .398 2.081 .049
b
 
-5.444 7.087 -.157 -.768 .450 
2.234 5.115 .089 .437 .666 
a
Dependent variable: Growth of Developmental Score.  
b
The p value is smaller than .05.  
 
  96 
that, as the score on one variable increases, the other increases. The negative r indicates that, 
as the score on one variable decreases, the other increase. The zero of r reveals no 
relationship between the scores on the two variables. Table 43 displays the results of a 
Pearson Correlation test for the variables. 
 
Table 43      
      
Pearson's Correlations Between the Predictor Variables and the Growth of Developmental Score 
            
      
   Total amount of previous 
intercultural experience 
Growth of 
developmental score       
        
Total amount of previous Pearson 1 .396* 
intercultural experience Correlation    
  Sig. (2-tailed)   .045* 
  N 26 26 
      
Growth of developmental Pearson .396* 1 
score Correlation    
  Sig. (2 tailed) .045*  
    N 26 26 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
 
Table 43 shows that there was significantly positive correlation between the growth of 
developmental score and the total amount of previous intercultural experience (r = .396, p 
= .045). Hence, we could conclude that students who had more intercultural experience prior 
to participation in study abroad program exhibited faster growth in intercultural sensitivity 
than those who had less and who had never. 
Summary 
This chapter began with the characteristics of the sample studied. Then, the results of 
the IDI, V.3 were reported. This section presented the IDI perceived, developmental, and 
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scale scores for both the study abroad group and the comparison group. The next section 
reported the results of paired samples t-test addressing Research Question 1. Also, the results 
of one way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) were presented to address Research Question 
2. The final section of the chapter reported regression analysis results addressing Research 
Question 3. 
In examining Research Question 1, paired samples t-test results revealed no 
significant difference between the mean IDI developmental and scale scores of students 
before and after the study abroad experience. However, the ANCOVA results showed the 
significant difference in the scores of Acceptance Scale and Adaptation Scale as well as its 
two subscales (Cognitive Frame-shifting and Behavioral Code-shifting) between the study 
abroad group and the control group in addressing Research Question 2. Finally, Research 
Question 3 was examined by conducting the regression analysis. The results indicated that 
only the independent variable, total amount of previous intercultural experience, was a 
significant predictor of the growth of intercultural sensitivity score. Pearson correlation 
analysis revealed that total amount of previous intercultural experience was positively 
associated with the growth of developmental score.
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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The purpose of this study was to assess the effect of year-long study abroad program 
on the development of intercultural sensitivity among Mainland Chinese high school students. 
The instrument Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) was employed to examine the 
intercultural sensitivity levels of participants. Additionally, comparison between study abroad 
students and students on home campus was made to determine the relationship of study 
abroad program and the gains of intercultural sensitivity. This study also investigated whether 
there were any significant differences in the growth of intercultural sensitivity by gender, 
race/ethnicity, age, family cultural background, and total amount of previous intercultural 
experience. Since no prior research has described how Mainland Chinese high school 
students develop their intercultural competence through study abroad program, this study 
could contribute to a better understanding of study abroad Chinese students. This chapter first 
provides a summary and discussion of the findings. Then the limitations and delimitations of 
the study are discussed. The chapter concludes with recommendations for future research. 
Summary of Findings 
Research Question 1 
Research Question 1 asked how much Chinese high school students changed in 
intercultural sensitivity based on the IDI and its scale scores as a result of year-long study 
abroad experience. This study did not find a statistically significant change in students‘
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overall intercultural sensitivity or other scales between the pretest and the posttest. The huge 
gap was found to exist between the perceived and the developmental intercultural sensitivity 
for the pretest and the posttest of the study abroad students.  
Research Question 2 
Research Question 2 asked if there was a difference in the gains of intercultural 
sensitivity between study abroad students and students on home campus. The results 
indicated that there was no statistically significant difference in the overall intercultural 
sensitivity between the study abroad group and the nonstudy abroad group although there 
existed statistically significant differences in the posttest ethnorelative scales (Acceptance, 
Adaptation) and its two subscales (Cognitive Frame-shifting and Behavioral Code-shifting) 
between two groups.  
Research Question 3 
Research Question 3 asked if there were any differences in the growth of intercultural 
sensitivity by race/ethnicity, gender, age, family cultural background, and total amount of 
previous intercultural experience. The regression results indicated that only the independent 
variable, total amount of previous intercultural experience, was a significant predictor of the 
growth of intercultural sensitivity. Additionally, Pearson correlation analysis revealed that 
total amount of previous intercultural experience was positively associated with the growth of 
developmental intercultural sensitivity. The students who had more experience in living or 
traveling in other culture prior to studying abroad exhibited the faster growth in intercultural 
sensitivity.  
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Discussion 
It is assumed that year-long study abroad experience could help the participants 
advance to the stage of higher level of intercultural sensitivity along the intercultural 
development continuum. That assumption was not proved in this study. The unnoticeable 
change might be due to the small sample size. There were 42 responses for the pretest and 
only 26 for the posttest.  
I found that the study abroad students did not move along the intercultural 
development continuum through participation in the year-long study abroad program. The 
paired samples t-test analyses suggested that there was no significant difference in the mean 
developmental score and in other scales between the pretest and the posttest for the study 
abroad group. The results are similar to the research findings of Hammer (2002) who found 
that the intercultural competence of study abroad students remained at the beginning of 
Minimization by the conclusion of their study abroad program and increased their overall 
developmental sensitivity score by 2 points (pretest : 88, posttest : 90). However, Hammer‘s 
study also found that study abroad program made a significant difference in students who 
begun the program in more ethnocentric states and had little impact with students that begun 
the program in the more developed state of Minimization.  
It is worth mentioning that the study abroad students considerably overestimated their 
intercultural sensitivity. No individual‘s perceived score for the posttest was less than 114.31. 
As a group, their perceived score for the posttest was 120.67, which placed them in the 
ethnorelative stage of Acceptance/Adaptation. In contrast, their developmental score (87.26) 
for the posttest placed the group in the lower end of the Minimization. The findings confirm 
  101 
the previous research that has identified the tendency of study abroad students to perceive 
themselves as having achieved high levels of sensitivity than they actually had (Jackson, 
2008; Medina-López-Portillo, 2004). These study abroad participants might regard 
themselves as sensitive to cultural difference, but actually they were still construing the 
cultural differences from their own cultural perspective.  
I also interviewed the study abroad students. The qualitative data support that study 
abroad students perceived themselves as having gained a higher level of intercultural 
competence. The qualitative data indicated that most of the participants had positive study 
abroad experiences. They felt that study abroad was a life-changing experience. They 
expressed that they increased their adaptability to the new environment, independent living 
skills, and language proficiency. It needs to be noted that all of the study abroad participants 
are the only child in their families because of the one-child policy in China. Some also said 
that they improved their interpersonal skills, becoming more open-minded, and more able to 
understand perspectives that are different from theirs. Most of the participants expressed that 
they wanted to study abroad again for pursing the undergraduate degree after graduating from 
the high schools. 
The study abroad group also had the trailing issues to be worked through. According 
to the IDI, the score for each orientation scale ranges from 1 to 5. The best orientation scale 
score is a 5, suggesting that the respondent had resolved all issues related to that stage. 
However, if orientation scale scores are less than 4.00, it indicates that there are trailing 
orientations in back of an individual‘s Developmental Orientation on the intercultural 
developmental continuum which are not resolved. The results show that the study abroad 
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group had the Trailing orientations for Denial (pretest score: 3.92; posttest: 3.84), Defense 
(pretest score: 3.25; posttest: 3.17), and Reversal (pretest score: 3.67; posttest: 3.78). The 
study abroad participants might use those trailing orientations to comprehend cultural 
difference sometimes about some particular topics or in certain situations. To put it another 
way, for students who have trailing orientations, they might go back to use the perspective of 
their earlier orientation instead of the Developmental Orientation or mindset which reflects 
their main way of coping with cultural differences in response to particular circumstance 
(Hammer, 2009). If the trailing issues of the orientations are not resolved, students may 
experience times of moving forward and going back, and those unresolved issues might 
impede them from moving along the developmental continuum. Hence, the students had back 
and forth times in the progress of developing intercultural competence.  
The findings revealed that study abroad students participants were in the stage of 
Minimization prior to study abroad and remained at the same stage by the conclusion of the 
study abroad experience. The pretest mean IDI score for the study abroad group was 86.89 
and its posttest 87.26.Their overall mean developmental pre-post test scores placed them at 
the lower end of the stage of Minimization (85.00-114.99). The results indicate that they held 
an ethnocentric worldview toward cultural difference. Students at this stage tend to view 
people from other culture as basically similar to themselves, which might impede them from 
understanding and respecting cultural differences. The findings suggest that study abroad 
program need to provide support to improve students‘ skills and sensitivity so that they can 
deal with cultural differences effectively. The study of Vande Berg, Connor-Linton, and 
Paige (2009) provides the evidence that students can significantly improve their intercultural 
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competence if they meet regularly with a cultural mentor abroad. Hence, the study abroad 
program should feature this form of support. 
The first IDI scale is Denial which is in the ethnocentric stage. Individuals at this 
stage have limited experience with intercultural difference and hence ―have a limited, 
stereotypic set of perceptions of the cultural ―other‖‖ (Hammer, 2008, p. 248). On this scale, 
the study abroad students did not make progress, but stepped a little back from the pretest to 
the posttest. They need to work through the issues associated with this stage. It was possible 
for international students with Defense issues to experience severe frustration with the host 
country and its citizens (Hammer, 2006). According to Bennett (2004), the main issue that 
needs addressing with regard to Denial is to recognize and confront cultural differences.  
The second IDI scale (Polarization) has two distinct orientations, Defense and 
Reversal. In the stage of Defense, ―. . .perceptions are polarized in terms of ―us versus them‖, 
where ―our ways‖ of doing things are seen as superior…‖ (Hammer, 2008, p. 249). The study 
abroad students had issues which were not resolved for Defense stage with the posttest mean 
being 3.17 and the pretest 3.37. As a variation within Polarization, Reversal ―polarizes 
cultural differences into ―us and them,‖. . .where the cultural practices and values of the 
‗other cultural group‘ are viewed as superior to one‘s own culture‖ (Hammer, 2008, p. 249). 
The results indicate that the study abroad students also need to resolve the issues associated 
with Reversal.  
Hammer (2008) suggests that the primary resolution issue for Defense or Reversal is 
to notice ―the stereotypic nature of one‘s perceptions and experience of the other culture and 
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to actively identify commonalities between one‘s own views, needs, and goals and that of the 
other‖ (p .249).  
In the IDI Developmental Continuum, Minimization is a transitional orientation 
between the more ethnocentric orientations of Denial and Polarization and the more 
intercultural mindset of Acceptance and Adaptation (Hammer, 2008). According to 
Bennett (2004), in the state of Minimization, ―elements of one‘s own cultural 
worldview are viewed as universal‖ (p.66) and cultural differences may be 
subordinated into familiar categories. The study abroad students started the program 
with the pretest mean of 2.63 for the Minimization Scale, which lies at the very low 
end of scale. The posttest mean of 2.58 was lower than the pretest mean on the 
Minimization Scale. The decrease in the scores of Minimization indicated that study 
abroad participants became more likely to deal with culture differences through 
commonality framework and less likely to recognize the culture differences.  
As to the two subscales of Minimization (Similarity cluster and Universalism cluster), 
Similarity has the lowest score among all the IDI pre-post test scales and subscales, 
indicating that the study abroad group had the most significant issues relating to Similarity 
cluster. According to Hammer (2008), to resolve the issue in Minimization is to recognize 
one‘s own culture (cultural self-awareness) and to deepen understanding of ―culture general 
and specific frameworks‖ for comprehending culture difference (p. 250).  
As compared to the pretest, study abroad students went further back on the scales 
discussed above except the reversal scale for the posttest. In contrast to the backward trend on 
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those ethnocentric stages, the study abroad students showed the noticeable change in the 
ethnorelative stages.   
Acceptance is the first ethnorelative stage in the IDI developmental continuum. 
Acceptance of cultural difference refers to the state in which ―one‘s own culture is 
experienced as just one of a number of equally complex worldviews (Bennett, 2004, p. 68). 
On this scale, there was considerable change from the pretest mean of 3.57 to the posttest 
mean of 3.75 among the study abroad student although this difference was not statistically 
significant (t(25) = -1.81, p = .08). Since the pre-post test score for this scale was still below 
4.00, the issues inherent within Acceptance had not been resolved. As Hammer (2008) states, 
the main resolution issue is to ―reconcile the ―relativistic‖ stance that aids understanding of 
cultural differences without giving up one‘s own cultural values and principles‖ (p. 250).  
Adaptation ―involves the capability of shifting perspective to another culture and 
adapting behavior according to cultural context‖ (Hammer, 2008, p. 251). It has two 
subscales, Cognitive Frame-shifting and Behavioral Code-shifting. It is interesting to note 
that Cognitive Frame-shifting had greater pre- and posttest scores than Behavioral Code- 
shifting, which suggests that study abroad students were more capable of shifting perspective 
to another culture than adapting behavior appropriate to cultural context. Since the pre- and 
posttest scores for the subscale of Behavioral Code-shifting were below 4.00, the issues 
associated with that scale were not worked through. According to Hammer (2008), the main 
resolution issue for the stage of Adaption is how a person can sustain an ―authentically 
competent intercultural experience‖ where ―substantial cognitive frame shifting and 
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behavioral code shifting is occurring such that an individual is able to experience the world in 
ways that approximate the experience of the cultural ‗other‘‖ (p. 251).  
Cultural disengagement is also assessed by the IDI. It is a separate orientation on the 
development continuum, reflecting a sense of alienation from one‘s own cultural group 
identification (Hammer, 2008). He notes that Cultural disengagement is not developmentally 
a core orientation falling along the intercultural development continuum, but an independent 
dimension of one‘s experiences around cultural identity. On this scale, the study abroad 
group went a little back from the pretest mean of 4.13 to the posttest mean of 4.11. The mean 
difference of .02 indicated no significant difference.  
For study abroad students, the lowest mean stage score among the five stage scores of 
the IDI was Minimization (Pretest: 2.67; Posttest: 2.59). Defense (Pretest: 3.37; Posttest: 3.17) 
ranked second. The low Minimization score significantly adjusted the total developmental 
IDI results downward. Moreover, these low scores suggest that the issues associated with 
Defense and Minimization were not resolved. Especially, Defense which lies in the 
ethnocentric stage and comes before the transitional state of Minimization must be worked 
through in order to support progression towards an ethnorelative worldview along the IDI 
developmental continuum. 
The study also attempted to investigate whether there is a significant difference in the 
gains of intercultural sensitivity between study abroad students and students on home campus. 
The study abroad students as a group did not significantly make greater progress in their 
overall intercultural sensitivity through year-long study abroad program as compared to the 
comparison group students. However, the ANCOVA results revealed that there were 
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statistically significant differences in the posttest Acceptance Scale and Adaptation Scale as 
well as its two subscales (cognitive frame-shifting and behavioral code-shifting) between the 
study abroad group and the control group. Although the study abroad program had an impact 
on participants‘ Acceptance of cultural difference and Adaptation to cultural difference in this 
study, their overall IDI score was still in the transitional state of Minimization. This indicates 
that mere exposure to cultural difference is not enough to improve the intercultural 
competence. The results of this study confirm the findings of Pederson (2010) and Patterson 
(2006) who found no significant changes in intercultural sensitivity levels among university 
students who participated in study abroad program. However, the study‘s findings do not 
agree with the results of Vande Berg et al. (2009) and those of Paige et al. (2004) who found 
that study abroad students increased intercultural effectiveness as measured by the IDI by 
comparison with nonstudy abroad students.  
It is speculated that students with greater years‘ previous intercultural experience have 
greater ability to deal with some issues related to cultural difference, and hence achieve more 
in the growth of the intercultural sensitivity. The results reveal that out of the independent 
variables assessed, only the variable of total amount of previous intercultural experience was 
found to have a statistically significant relationship with the increase in intercultural 
sensitivity. Students who had greater year‘s intercultural experience prior to participation in 
study abroad program exhibited greater progress in intercultural sensitivity than those who 
had less and who had never. Gender and age did not have an impact on study abroad 
students‘ IDI change scores. It should be noted that there were unequal sample size of male 
and females (Pretest: n = 13, n = 29; posttest: n = 7, n = 19) in this study. The factors of race 
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and family cultural background were not examined in this study because all of participants 
and their families are Han Chinese. Due to the small sample size and disproportionate ratio 
between male and female, the results with regard to gender and age should be interpreted 
with caution. Cushner (2008) noted that the critical period in children‘s development of an 
intercultural perspective lies in the middle childhood years between the ages of 8 to 12. He 
suggests that students should participate in intercultural programs during these years. In this 
study, the age of the study abroad participants ranged from 15 to 18 years, beyond the critical 
period. To date, no studies use the IDI to investigate the effects of study abroad experiences 
on Mainland Chinese high school students. It is hard to compare this study with other similar 
equivalent sample.  
Limitations and Delimitations 
This study is limited by the small number of participants. Because of the cost of the 
IDI and the limited funding available, the test population included only 50 students who 
participated in study abroad program and 50 comparison group students who stayed in the 
traditional class on the home campus. The final sample size was 26 for study abroad group 
and 5 for comparison group. Due to the small sample size, the results of this study should be 
interpreted with caution.  
Another limitation of this study is that the intercultural sensitivity of study abroad 
students was measured only twice, immediately before departure and immediately after return. 
Vande Berg et al. (as cited in Medina-López-Portillo, 2004) recommend that it should be 
better to assess the intercultural development three times—at the beginning and end of the 
program, and several months following students‘ re-entry. They explain that during the 
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months after the students‘ return to home campus, they can have time to reflect on their study 
abroad experiences which they may not have internationalized immediately following their 
re-entry. Due to the limited dissertation funding, this study just conducted the testing twice.   
One limitation worth noting is that only the instrument of IDI was employed to collect 
quantitative data. It is better to supplement the quantitative data with qualitative investigation. 
As Westrick (2002) states, as a quantitative instrument, IDI alone cannot educe all possible 
life factors that might potentially impact an individual's development of intercultural 
sensitivity. Moreover, this research study found that Mainland Chinese students had a hard 
time in understanding some statements and phrases of the Chinese version of IDI. Similarly, 
in the study of teachers in secondary schools, Yuen (2010) found that Hong Kong 
participants felt some expressions and/or word usage of the IDI different from those they 
were used to in the Hong Kong context. She notes that there is a need to refine some of the 
Chinese expressions in the IDI for future use in Hong Kong.  
The Next Study 
As a pilot study, this study is just the beginning of research examining study abroad 
experiences of Mainland Chinese students. For the next study, I would employ a mixed- 
method research design with a large sample. To measure the change, I would ask the students 
to complete a pretest prior to study abroad and a posttest at the conclusion of study abroad. A 
comparison group would be used to ensure that the changes are due to the study abroad 
experiences. I would assemble the comparison group that matches the study abroad group as 
much as possible. The comparison group students would need to complete a pretest and a 
posttest. 
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I would also employ other instruments to collect data besides the IDI. As 
Medina-López-Portillo (2004) stated, the only IDI scores could not capture the complexity of 
the study abroad experience. According to Williams (2005), adaptability and sensitivity are 
the two elements forming the basis of intercultural communication skills. The instrument 
assessing intercultural adaptability would be employed to investigate if study abroad 
experiences have an impact on the development of adaptability. The language proficiency 
scores would be collected and correlated with intercultural adaptability and sensitivity. The 
study would also explore the impact of other factors on intercultural competence, such as age, 
gender, friendship with people from other cultures, previous intercultural experience, 
involvement with extra-curriculum activities, and family cultural background. 
The quantitative data collected would be triangulated with the qualitative data to gain a 
more thorough understanding of the study abroad students‘ experiences with cultural 
differences. Focus group would be selected to participate in the interview. The 
semi-structured interview questions would ask students about their interactions with local 
people, their feelings toward cultural difference, their construing of cultural difference, their 
experiences at host family, and their school life. The journals of study abroad students would 
also be collected to understand their meaning-making processes.  
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Recommendations 
Recommendations for Policy 
The program design needs to provide intercultural education and training that support 
study abroad students along the intercultural continuum. The literature review indicates that 
simply sending students to study abroad does not result in a significant development of 
intercultural competence (Moodian, 2007; Patterson, 2006; Pederson, 2010; Vande Berg et al, 
2009). Jackson (2008) notes that staying in the host culture does not automatically produce 
intercultural competence no matter how long the sojourn is. As Pederson (2010) states, ―If 
intercultural effectiveness is a goal of study abroad, we need to do much more than send 
students abroad to study‖ (2010, p. 77). He suggests that curriculum design go beyond the 
academic content and aim to foster intercultural learning.  
Since it is hard to guarantee that study abroad experience will be positive and produce 
appreciation or respect for cultural difference (Moodian, 2007), learning intervention need to 
be done with students before, during, and after study abroad program. The interventions are 
more effective if they are developmentally targeted to develop intercultural competence 
based on the mindset of the individual or group (Hammer, 2009). Programs and activities 
should be tailored to address the specific needs of the study abroad students. For some 
students who have strong ethnocentric orientations or trailing issues associated with 
ethnocentric worldviews, individual action plans need to be developed to meet their needs. 
According to Engle and Engle (2004), study abroad program has eight essential elements: 
length of student sojourn; entry target language competence; required language use (in class 
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and out); faculty; coursework; mentoring, or guided cultural reflection; experiential learning 
initiatives; and housing. The support need to be provided based on those components.   
The study abroad students need the assistance of tutors and mentors to overcome the 
language barriers and engage with local people. It is acknowledged that language impacts the 
development of intercultural sensitivity. The research findings indicate that students who 
studied the target language before going abroad exhibited the significant change in 
intercultural competence (Vande Berg et al., 2009). According to Hullett and Witte (2001), 
language proficiency affects anxiety which might cause sojourners to avoid interacting with 
the members of the host culture. The study of Koskinen and Tossavainen (2004) found that 
the host tutors and mentors played the critical roles in assisting students with overcoming the 
unavoidable language barrier. The research findings also revealed that frequent meeting with 
a cultural mentor abroad can significantly impact students‘ gains in intercultural competence 
(Vande Berg et al., 2009).  
It is important to require study abroad students to conduct self-reflection and 
self-analysis. Assisting students in recognizing how their own cultural backgrounds twist 
their comprehension of cultural differences might lead to more sensitivity towards other 
cultures (Koskinen & Tossavainen, 2004). Many studies of Chinese students‘ intercultural 
communication found that there exist the differences in classroom communication style and 
interpersonal communication style between Chinese students and students from the western 
countries. According to Holmes (2005), Chinese students tend to favor the dialectic learning 
style and the high context communication style while students from the western countries are 
prone to dialogic learning approach and low context communication style. Study abroad 
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programs need to provide the information about the differences in communication style in 
order to prepare Chinese students for study abroad at western countries. 
Bayles (2009) stated that intercultural sensitivity is a ―logical goal‖ for schools across 
the world with the trend toward globalization (p. 8). With increase in intercultural 
interactions, students need be equipped with knowledge and skills to face the challenges of 
the global era. To increase students‘ intercultural awareness and sensitivity, the intercultural 
education should be integrated into the curriculum in the schools. The literature reviews 
indicate that Mainland Chinese students received limited knowledge of culture and 
intercultural communication in China. It is important that more intercultural communication 
knowledge should be taught in school. The knowledge might consist of ―information about 
other cultural values, customs, face, politeness and nonverbal features of other countries and 
world varieties of English‖ (Xiao & Petraki, 2007, p. 14). In China, English language 
learning is required in schools. Xiao and Petraki suggest that language teaching should be 
integrated with increasing intercultural awareness. 
Teachers in the school are responsible for effectively preparing students to meet the 
needs of globalization. The schools need teachers who not only understand the importance of 
increasing intercultural awareness and sensitivity among young people but also have the 
intercultural knowledge and experience to empower students to effectively deal with 
intercultural interactions (Cushner, 2008). As Cushner suggests, teachers who work closely 
with students should be provided opportunities to experience different cultures and to 
improve their own intercultural competence. McAllister and Irvine (2000) noted that 
Bennett‘s Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity provided a useful framework for 
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understanding teacher‘s intercultural growth. DMIS might be a good starting point for 
teachers to increase intercultural awareness and intercultural sensitivity. 
Recommendations for Research 
This is the first study to explore the relationships between the independent variables 
and intercultural competence with regard to Mainland Chinese high school students. Further 
research need to be done with study abroad high school students who are from different 
countries for comparison purposes. It is of value to investigate whether the differences in 
classroom communication style and interpersonal communication style between Chinese 
students and students from western countries affect their intercultural learning outcome. 
It is suggested that further work would involve identifying factors that have an impact 
on intercultural competence. The factors might include age, gender, prior intercultural 
experience, target language proficiency, involvement in extracurricular activities, interaction 
with locals, and family cultural background.  
Additional research would be assessing the long – term effect of study abroad 
program on the intercultural competence of returnees who have been back to their home 
country for years. It is worth examining whether students revert after re-assimilating with 
their domestic peers and whether their worldviews change (Anderson et al., 2006).  
Another area for further work is to address the gap between Perceived intercultural 
sensitivity and Developmental intercultural sensitivity levels among an individual. In this 
study, all study abroad students perceived themselves as having higher levels of intercultural 
sensitivity than they actually had. It would be of value to examine whether this inflated 
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self-assessment might impede study abroad students from improving their intercultural 
competence and how the gap could be closed.  
In the future, more research is needed to test the validity of different language 
versions of IDI. It is claimed that rigorous back translation protocols were used to translate 
IDI into other languages (Hammer, 2007). However, this research study found that Mainland 
Chinese students had a hard time in understanding the sentences and phrases of Chinese 
version of IDI. It is worth investigating whether other language versions of IDI pose 
problems in comprehension and hence affect the validity of IDI.   
Future research would involve using a mixed- method methodology with a large 
sample to gain a more thorough understanding of the study abroad students‘ experiences with 
cultural differences. Qualitative data collected from open-ended interviews, focus group, and 
journals could be supplemented with quantitative data gathered from IDI to identify all 
possible factors that might impact the development of intercultural competence. As Yashima 
(2010) states, qualitative analyses are effective tools to better understand how participants 
experience study abroad and in what manner intercultural sensitivity is displayed in behaviors 
or in narratives.  
It would be of value to investigate the intercultural sensitivity of Mainland Chinese 
teachers in the schools. There exists limited research about the process by which teachers 
develop an intercultural competence (McAllister & Irvine, 2000). Bayles (2009) suggests 
more studies using the IDI as a pre-post test tool are necessary to ascertain the effects of 
participation in programs or professional development activities on the growth of 
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intercultural sensitivity. A mixed method pre- posttest investigation of teacher can help to 
gain a better understanding of developmental processes.  
Summary 
As the world is becoming global, it is crucial to developing students‘ abilities to deal 
effectively with cultural differences. The purpose of study abroad program should be to 
increase students‘ intercultural awareness and develop their intercultural competence. This 
research study provides empirical evidence that mere exposure to other culture is not enough 
to considerably impact the development of intercultural sensitivity among the participants. 
The results of this study indicate that the independent variable of total amount of previous 
intercultural experience significantly contributes to the growth of intercultural sensitivity.  
The finding of this study could inform the program and activities design. 
Intercultural education and training need to be provided during the orientation, study 
abroad, and re-entry phases to ensure that study abroad students gain a better 
understanding and acceptance of cultural difference. Programs and activities should be 
designed to address the specific needs of the study abroad students. It is of importance 
to facilitate study abroad students‘ interaction with cultural difference.  
The present study is just one step toward a thorough understanding of study abroad 
experience‘s impact on Mainland Chinese high school students. It is the researcher‘s hope 
that further investigation would be conducted on the effects of year-long study abroad 
program on high school students. As Engel and Engle (2004) stated, examining the outcomes 
of study abroad program with similar design would assist us with understanding what 
contributes to students‘ study abroad experience and then to adjust the program design. This 
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project focused on Mainland Chinese high school students. Study abroad experience of 
students from other countries could be examined for comparison purpose.
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APPENDIX A 
Table A 
 
Rubric for the Study Abroad Students Recruiting the Comparison Group Students 
Descriptor You The Person you are 
recruiting 
Age     
Sex     
Race/ethnicity   
School     
Musician?     
Plays Sports?     
Likes to Read?     
Job(s) of parents     
Household income     
Number of siblings     
Personality     
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APPENDIX B 
 
Demographic Questionnaire 
1. Gender_________________ 
2. Age_____________________ 
3. Ethnicity__________________ 
4. Family cultural background_______________ 
5. Amount of previous intercultural experience (Please choose one) 
 a)Never                  b) Less than 3 months 
 c)  3-6 months            d) 7-11 months               e) 1-2 years    
f) 3-5 years                g) 6-10 year                h) over 10 year 
Your answer_________________ 
 
6. What language do you speak at home? 
   a) Chinese   b) English     c) Other language__________ 
Your answer_________________ 
 
7. How long have you been learning English? 
   
Your answer_________________ 
 
8. Have you ever watched American Movie or TV？ 
   a) Yes                       b) No 
Your answer________________ 
 
9. Do you have friends from other countries？ 
     a)Yes                      b) No 
Your answer_________________ 
 
10. How often do you interact with your friends from other countries？ 
a) Never                                b) Occasionally    
c) Sometimes                            d) Often 
Your answer_________________ 
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APPENDIX C 
Table C.1  
 
Test of Normality for the Pretest of Study Abroad Group 
 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
Perceived orientation for 
pretest 
.128 42 .080 .942 42 .035 
Developmental orientation 
for pretest 
.103 42 .200* .953 42 .085 
Orientation gap for pretest .116 42 .175 .966 42 .237 
Denial cluster for pretest .087 42 .200* .981 42 .698 
Disinterest in culture 
difference 
.140 42 .038 .961 42 .158 
Avoidance of interaction 
for pretest 
.179 42 .002 .954 42 .094 
Defense cluster for pretest .105 42 .200* .961 42 .165 
Reversal scale for pretest .081 42 .200* .972 42 .384 
Minimization scale for 
pretest 
.089 42 .200* .971 42 .365 
Similarity cluster for pretest .100 42 .200* .972 42 .381 
Universalism cluster for 
pretest 
.117 42 .161 .980 42 .671 
Acceptance cluster for 
pretest 
.098 42 .200* .978 42 .602 
Adaptation cluster for 
pretest 
.099 42 .200* .973 42 .403 
Cognitive frame-shifting for 
pretest 
.108 42 .200* .961 42 .158 
Behavioral code-shifting for 
pretest 
.131 42 .066 .965 42 .217 
Cultural Disengagement for 
pretest 
.118 42 .156 .946 42 .048 
Note. *. This is a lower bound of true significance. 
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
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Table C.2  
Test of Normality for the Posttest of Study Abroad Group 
 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
Perceived orientation for 
posttest 
.119 26 .200
*
 .956 26 .323 
Developmental orientation 
for posttest 
.165 26 .068 .954 26 .283 
Orientation gap for posttest .106 26 .200
*
 .965 26 .496 
Denial cluster for posttest .119 26 .200
*
 .983 26 .930 
Disinterest in culture 
difference for posttest 
.161 26 .082 .960 26 .399 
Avoidance of interaction 
for posttest 
.130 26 .200
*
 .953 26 .276 
Defense cluster for posttest .110 26 .200
*
 .979 26 .859 
Reversal scale for posttest .176 26 .036 .942 26 .153 
Minimization scale for 
posttest 
.102 26 .200
*
 .963 26 .455 
Similarity cluster for 
posttest 
.114 26 .200
*
 .973 26 .695 
Universalism cluster for 
posttest 
.250 26 .000 .908 26 .024 
Acceptance cluster for 
posttest 
.128 26 .200
*
 .967 26 .547 
Adaptation cluster for 
posttest 
.173 26 .043 .960 26 .385 
Cognitive frame-shifting for 
posttest 
.191 26 .016 .918 26 .041 
Behavioral code-shifting for 
posttest 
.105 26 .200
*
 .976 26 .777 
Cultural Disengagement for 
posttest 
.118 26 .200
*
 .951 26 .238 
Note. *. This is a lower bound of true significance.  
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
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APPENDIX D 
 
Table D-1 
 
Independent Samples T- test for the Pretest of Study Abroad Group 
and the Comparison Group 
 
   
 
Levene‘s 
Test for 
Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df 
Sig.(
2-tail
ed) 
Mean 
Differ
ence 
Std. 
Error 
Differ
ence 
Perceived 
orientation  
Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
.04 .84 1.12 29 .27 3.30 2.95 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
1.02 5.25 .35 3.30 3.24 
Developmental 
orientation  
Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
.76 .39 .98 29 .34 7.77 7.96 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
.79 4.86 .47 7.77 9.87 
Orientation gap  Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
1.38 .25 -.87 29 .39 -4.47 5.14 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
-.66 4.73 .54 -4.47 6.73 
Denial cluster  Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
3.07 .09 .78 29 .44 .17 .22 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
.56 4.62 .60 .17 .31 
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Disinterest in 
culture difference 
Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
3.43 .07 -.16 29 .87 -.04 .28 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
-.12 4.72 .91 -.04 .37 
Avoidance of 
interaction  
Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
1.06 .31 2.12 29 .04＊ .46 .22 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
1.55 4.63 .19 .46 .30 
Defense cluster  Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
.91 .35 1.17 29 .25 .40 .34 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
.92 4.79 .40 .40 .44 
Reversal scale  Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
2.86 .10 .26 29 .80 .09 .32 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
.20 4.68 .85 .09 .43 
Minimization 
scale  
Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
.49 .49 1.16 29 .26 .31 .27 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
.98 5.00 .37 .31 .32 
Similarity cluster  Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
.03 .86 1.75 29 .09 .57 .33 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
1.82 5.84 .12 .57 .32 
Universalism 
cluster  
Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
.59 .45 -.06 29 .96 -.02 .31 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
-.04 4.62 .97 -.02 .42 
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Acceptance 
cluster  
Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
1.44 .24 .33 29 .74 .09 .27 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
.45 8.49 .66 .09 .20 
Adaptation 
cluster  
Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
2.02 .17 .36 29 .72 .09 .26 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
.51 8.80 .63 .09 .19 
Cognitive 
frame-shifting  
Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
1.48 .23 .18 29 .86 .06 .35 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
.25 8.73 .81 .06 .25 
Behavioral 
code-shifting  
Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
.36 .55 .47 29 .65 .12 .26 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
.49 5.96 .64 .12 .25 
Cultural 
Disengagement 
Equal 
Variances 
assumed 
.32 .58 .79 29 .44 .21 .27 
Equal 
Variances 
not assumed 
  
.62 4.80 .57 .21 .34 
Note. ＊The p value is smaller than .05. 
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